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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


“ insights  into  tomorrow” 


Part  of  our  College  mission  is  distribution  of  the 
students’  problem  solving  products  to  Dol) 
sponsors  and  other  interested  agencies  to 
enhance  insight  into  contemporary,  defense 
related  issues.  While  the  College  has  accepted  this 
product  as  meeting  academic  requirements  for 
graduation,  the  views  and  opinions  expressed  or 
implied  are  solely  those  of  the  author  and  should 
not  be  construed  as  carrying  official  sanction. 


REPORT  NUMBER  85-2440 

AUTHOR(S)  MAJOR  SHERRY  D.  SIMS,  USAF 

title  STATUS  REPORTING  ON  WEAPON 
PROGRAMS 


SYSTEM  ACQUISITION 


I  Background,  Status  reporting  on  weapon  system  acquisition  programs  has 
changed  extensively  since  1982.  Prior  to  that  time,  the  Selected  Acquisition 
Report  was  the  only  formal  reporting  mechanism  to  Congress  on  how  well  these 
programs  were  progressing.  Since  then.  Congress  has  legislated  unit  cost 
reporting  and  OSD  has  instituted  the  Defense  Acquisition  Executive  Summary 
Both  initiatives  were  taken  to  redress  perceived  deficiencies  in  the  existinq 
status  reporting  process--but  at  a  price. 


U  Prgfalfitm  All  of  the  changes  were  additive.  Collectively,  they  increased 
both  the  volume  and  the  complexity  of  the  information  which  is  now  reported. 

HI  Objective:  The  study  examined  today's  status  reporting  process  in  terms  of 
the  demand  function  (What  questions  should  the  information  answer?  What 
were  the  changes  supposed  to  do?)  and  the  "supply"  function  (How  efficiently  is 
the  information  provided?).  Its  purpose  was  to  identify  opportunities  for 
improving  the  process. 


»v-  Conclusion?.;  The  changes  made  to  the  process  since  1982  corrected  the 
deficiencies  which  were  identified  at  that  lime.  They  did  nothing,  however  to 
improve  the  efficiency.  The  report  proposes  changes  to  the  process  designed  to 
isprovfded6  qu8,ity  °*  the  1nfo|rmotion  as  well  as  the  efficiency  with  which  it 


Chapter  I 


INTRODUCTION 

Reporting  on  the  status  of  major  weapon  system  acquisition  programs  is 
not  new  nor  is  status  reporting  a  phenomenon  of  the  Federal  Government. 
Theorists  (and  practitioners,  for  that  matter)  consider  management  control 
systems  to  be  essential  to  effective  management  in  anu  organization.  These 
systems  are  typically  designed  to  measure  now  closely  the  actual  outcome  of 
decisions  match  the  intended  outcome,  influence  the  benavior  of  organizational 
entities  (including  individuals),  and  provide  information  to  a  continuing 
planning  process.  (1:2)  Initial  status  reporting  in  the  acquisition  arena  was 
intended  to  serve  these  purposes.  The  general  consensus  by  the  end  of  the 
1970s,  however,  was  that  status  reporting  on  weapon  system  acquisition 
programs  was  ineffective  and,  further  that  this  was  a  contributing  factor  to 
cost  growth  in  these  programs.  (8:6)  This  assessment,  not  surprisingly,  led  to 
fundamental  changes  in  tne  status  reporting  process. 

The  process  which  emerged  (or,  more  precisely,  is  emerging)  included 
changes  along  three  dimensions  and  reflected  initiatives  bu  two  sets  of 
players— Congress  and  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  (OSD).  First,  both 
Congress  and  OSD  expanded  the  amount  of  information  which  must  be  reported 
on  each  major  weapon  system  acquisition  program.  The  basic  status  report 
prior  to  the  chonqes  was  the  Selected  Acquisuion  Report  (SAR)  to  Congress. 
Additionally,  OSD  received  a  report  on  contractor  performance,  the 
Supplemental  Contractor  Cost  Report,  for  selected  major  programs.  The 
Nunn/McCurdy  Amendment  to  the  1983  Defense  Authorization  Act  (Public  Law 
97-252)  established  the  requirement  for  unit  cost  reporting  in  oddition  to  the 
Selected  Acquisition  Report.  OSD,  meanwhile.  Implemented  a  new  report 
designed  to  provide  the  Information  they  perceived  to  be  missing  from  the 
status  reporting  process.  The  second  dimension  which  changed  was  the  number 
of  programs  required  to  report.  Because  of  the  new  criteria  included  In  Public 
Law  97-252,  the  number  of  programs  required  to  submit  Selected  Acquisition 
Reports  increased  from  47  (19o1)  to  96  (1983).  (5:1;  6:2)  An  estimated  135 
weapon  system  acquisition  programs  met  the  reporting  criteria  at  the  end  of 
1904.  (62)  Finally,  Congress  changed  the  status  reporting  process  itself.  Unit 
cost  reporting  on  major  programs  is,  by  law,  specifically  intended  for  the 
Service  Secretaries.  (9:559)  Unit  Cost  Exception  Reports  (UCERs)  are 
submitted  to  Congress  only  if  cost  growth  exceeds  a  specified  threshold. 
Attempts  to  fix  the  weapon  system  acquisition  status  reporting  process,  then, 
have  almost  tripled  the  number  of  programs  which  are  required  to  participate. 
Additionally,  they  have  dramatically  Increased  the  amount  of  information 
provided  on  each  program  and  introduced  the  notion  of  exception  reporting.  The 
questions  which  remain  are  have  they  worked,  at  what  price,  and  are  further 
changes  in  order 


The  balance  of  this  report  addresses  these  questions.  A  useful  answer  to 
the  first  question  is  possible  if  it  is  limited  to  assessing  how  well  the 
information  which  is  now  required  fills  the  voids  identified  during  the 
deliberations  leading  up  to  making  the  changes.  A  comprehensive  answer, 
however,  is  beyond  tne  scope  of  this  report  and  probably  will  not  be  available 
for  several  years  for  two  reasons.  First,  given  that  one  of  the  purposes  of  the 
changes  was  to  help  control  cost  growth  (8:16),  just  over  one  year's  experience 
does  not  provide  enough  data  to  measure  how  well  that  objective  is  being  met 
Second,  it  is  doubtful  that  anyone  con  isolate  the  impoct  of  this  initiative  from 
the  impact  of  numerous  other  initiatives  undertaken  to  do  the  same  thing  over 
the  post  three  years.  The  second  question,  that  of  ’price,-  is  also  complicated 
At  the  most  superficial  level,  the  changes— all  additive— increased  the 
workload  at  all  organizational  levels  This  justified  looking  for  ways  to  moke 
the  process  more  efficient.  There  are,  however,  other,  more  subtle,  issues  in 
the  price’  question.  One  such  issue  is  the  potential  for  "micro-management*  ot 
higher  organizational  levels  which  results  from  more  detailed  information 
being  provided.  The  underlying  concern  here  is  with  the  impoct  of 
micro-management  on  effective  program  management.  Yet  another  issue  is  the 
impoct  of  the  revisions  on  overall  complexity.  Status  reporting  was  already 
complex;  the  changes  made  it  more  so.  This  has  important  implications  for  the 
quality  of  the  information  which  flows  through  the  process.  Issues  such  os 
these  prompted  looking  for  ways  to  make  the  process  more  effective.  The 
final  question,  that  of  determining  what  changes  should  be  mode  to  the  process, 
is,  in  fact,  the  reason  this  study  was  undertaken. 

The  basic  approach  to  identifying  opportunities  for  improving  the  process 
was  to  examine  it  from  two  perspectives— that  of  the  users  ana  that  of  the 
providers.  In  the  case  of  the  users,  the  emphasis  was  on  assessing  how  well 
the  information  included  in  the  reports  answers  the  questions  whicn  prompted 
the  reports  in  the  first  place.  The  providers'  side  of  the  assessment 
concentrated  on  the  process  itself  with  particular  attention  on  efficiency.  The 
ensuing  discussion  presents  the  results  of  the  study  beginning  with  a 
description  of  the  process  designed  to  provide  the  necessary  background 
information  and  delineate  the  specific  issues.  The  report  then  presents  a 
theoretical  framework  for  assessing  management  and  control  systems  in 
general  and  concludes  with  proposed  changes  to  the  status  reporting  process  as 
it  exists  today. 


Chopter  2 


MAJOR  WEAPON  SYSTEM  ACQUISITION  PROGRAM  STATUS  REPORTING 

PART  I 

The  status  reporting  process  which  exists  today  began  in  1967  when  the 
Selected  Acquisition  Report  first  appeared  as  an  internal  Department  of 
Defense  management  report.  Two  years  later  the  Selected  Acquisition  Report 
become  the  primary  means  of  providing  Congress  with  information  on  how  well 
program  managers  execute  their  assigned  programs.  (7:989)  Since  then,  the 
Selected  Acquisition  Report  'has  been  a  continuing  source  of  controversy  and 
confusion.  It  was  recently  described  on  the  Senate  floor  as  a  report^  much  of 
which  is  classified,  almost  all  of  which  is  unintelligible  *  (7:979)  This  1982 
statement  by  a  member  of  the  OSD  Comptroller's  staff  reflected  the 
assessment  of  status  reporting  that  lead  to  passage  of  the  Nunn-McCurdy 
Amendment.  Interestingly,  the  Nunn-McCurdy  Amendment  did  not  reploce 
Selected  Acquisition  Reports,  but  rather.  Increased  the  number  of  programs 
now  required  to  submit  them.  In  the  final  analysis.  Congress  defined  the 
problem  to  be  something  other  than  the  content  and  structure  of  a  single  report 
This  chopter  focuses  on  the  Selected  Acquisition  Report  because  it  was  the 
status  reporting  system  prior  to  passage  of  the  Nunn-McCurdy  Amendment  The 
discussion  first  describes  the  report  itself  and  then  presents  the  process  by 
which  it  reaches  Congress.  It  concludes  by  identifying  the  major  weaknesses 
in  status  reporting  the  Amendment  was  intended  to  redress.  Chapter  3 
examines  the  status  reports  which  have  been  added  since  1982.  Changes  made 
to  the  Selected  Acquisition  Report  since  then  are  reflected  In  this  chapter’s 
descriptions. 


THE  REPORT 

Thayer,  appearing  before  the  Senate  Governmental  Affairs  Committee 
Wednesday  (March  1983),  met  criticism  from  Senators  who  said  the 
Selected  Acquisition  Reports  were  'impossible  to  resd,'  "confusing," 
required  a  degree  in  accounting  to  understand,  and  were 
"inadvertently  misleading."  (3: 1 50) 

Just  whet  is  a  Selected  Acquisition  Report?  The  answer  is  "it  depends."  if 
you  are  a  researcher.  It  is  one  of  the  few  standardized  sources  of  information 
on  weapon  system  acquisition  programs  which  spans  a  period  of  time  long 
enough  to  be  useful  (7: 1080)  If  you  are  a  Congressman  who  considers  your  role 
to  be  that  of  a  corporate  board  member  making  overall  decisions,  it  is  a  source 
of  information  on  the  impact  of  those  decisions  as  well  as  potential 
management  problems  which  might  be  the  subject  of  future  decisions.  (7:1080) 
if  you  work  in  the  Pentagon  hierarchy,  it  is  a  way  to  show  the  programmatic 
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only  the  six  largest  contracts  are  reported  in  the  Selected  Acquisition  and  Unit 
Cost  Reports  All  active  contracts  whose  target  prices  are  greater  than  $20 
million  ore  reported  separately  in  the  Defense  Acquisition  Executive  Summary 
The  total  for  all  categories  must  equal  the  appropriation  total  in  the  Selected 
Acquisition  Report  which,  in  turn,  must  equal  the  program's  latest  approved 
funding  Thus,  the  Defense  Acquisition  Executive  Summary,  with  this  format, 
establishes  the  link  from  contractor  performance  information  through  the 
program  manager  s  estimates  of  what  each  contract  will  cost  when  completed 
to  (he  programs  most  recently  approved  funding  level.  It  turns  out  that  the 
information  in  this  format  is  also  directly  related  to  the  contract  cost 
baselines  in  unit  cost  reporting  (Figure  3.6). 

In  reality.  Figure  3.6  Is  a  ’model"  of  how  the  Ballistic  Missile  Office  (BMO) 
linked  the  Peacekeeper  status  reports.  The  Peacekeeper  Defense  Acquisition 
Executive  Summary  represents  a  'worst  case*  situation  because  of  the  BMO's 
approach  to  acquiring  weapon  systems.  Most  programs  use  a  prime  contractor 
to  integrate  the  work  done  by  numerous  subcontractors.  The  BMO  integrates  the 
work  of  17  associate  contractors  and  thus  has  significantly  more  contracts  in 
the  ’large  active"  category  than  most  program  offices  would.  The  BMO's 
acquisition  approach  Is  reflected  in  the  organizations  internal  management 
systems.  For  example  an  automated  system  was  already  in  place  which 
tracked  protects  from  future  effort  through  authorized  (not  negotiated)  to 
’on  contract’  status  for  all  active  Peacekeeper  contracts.  Establishing  and 
monitoring  contract  cost  baselines  was  thus  a  matter  of  capturing  existing 
information.  Specific  procedures  may  very  among  other  program  offices 
because  of  differences  in  internal  management  systems;  however,  the 
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Selected  Acquisition  Report,  coupled  witn  unit  cost  reporting,  could  have 
provided  the  some  information  os  the  Defense  Acquisition  Executive  Summary 
with  two  notable  exceptions  The  first  is  the  Supplemental  Contract  Cost 
Information  (Format  3)  in  the  Defense  Acquisition  Executive  Summary  This 
display,  however,  replaced  a  quarterly  repost  which  already  existed  The 
second  exception  is  the  one  innovative  feature  of  the  Defense  Acquisition 
Executive  Summory--the  Program  and  Contract  Summary 
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The  P  ogrem  end  Controct  Cost  Summary  seeks  to  link  two  separate,  hut 
related  reporting  systems.  One  is  the  status  reporting  system  which  is  the 
subject  of  this  study.  The  other  is  the  contractor  performance  measurement 
system  used  by  program  offices  to  menage  contracts  The  contract  information 
in  Selected  Acquisition  Reports,  Unit  Cost  Reports,  and  Format  3  of  the  Defense 
Acquisition  Executive  Summary  is  from  the  latter  system  The  problem  which 
prompted  the  OSD  Defense  Acquisition  Executive  Summary  initiative  was  the 
inability  to  relate  that  information  to  ‘bottom  line'  program  requirements 
(7  993)~  Figure  3  5  highlights  how  the  Program  and  Contract  Cost  Summary 
provides  the  missing  link 

The  contractor  performance  information  and  program  manager’s  estimated 
ptice  at  completion  for  individual  contracts  are  the  same  in  the  Selected 
Acquisition  Report.  Unit  Cost  Report,  and  Defense  Acquisition  Executive 
Summary  for  those  contracts  which  appear  in  ali  three  reports  Recall  that 


The  information  in  Unit  Cost  Exception  Reports  is  very  similar  to  that 
contained  in  Unit  Cost  Reports.  The  significance  of  a  Unit  Cost  Exception 
Report  lies  not  so  much  in  its  contents  as  in  the  fact  that  it  was  generated  in 
the  first  place  It  alerts  the  entire  “establishment"  that  some  combination  of 
management  and/or  congressional  decisions  has  caused  a  cost  increase,  it  does 
not  identify  which  management  nor  does  it  necessarily  mean  that  a  program  has 
serious  problems.  It  does  not  even  mean  that  the  decisions  were  wrong-only 
that  the  impact  was  higher  costs,  it  does,  however,  prompt  an  investigation 
into  the  couses.  The  underlying  assumption  is,  of  course,  that  such 
investigations  will  lead  to  better  management  overall. 

One  other  feature  of  unit  cost  reporting  is  worth  noting  at  this  point 
When  a  Unit  Cost  Exception  Report  is  submitted,  the  baseline  for  the  cost 
element  in  question  is  reset  *  (That  is,  the  unit  cost  baselines  shown  in  the 
Selected  Acquisition  Report  “shall  agree  with  the  revised  procurement  (unit 
costs)  for  the  budget  user  shown  in  the  last  (Unit  Cost  Exception  Report) 
submitted  to  Congress  j  (11:3-6)  This  precludes  a  continuous  flow  of  Unit 
Cost  Exception  Reports  which  describe  the  same  problem.  After  a  program  has 
been  rebaselined,  however.  Unit  Cost  Exception  Reports  are  required  for 
increases  of  five  percent  or  more  vice  the  15  percent  in  effect  before  the  first 
breech. 


The  Defense  Acquisition  Executive  Summary  was  controversial  when  it 
was  unveiled  in  19o2,  it  remains  so  today.  A  major  concern  was  the 
detrimental  impact  of  releasing  the  program  managers  estimated  price  at 
completion  as  it  is  computed  for  unit  cost  reporting  to  anyone  outside 
the  program  office.  The  danger  was  that  contractors  might  obtain  the 
information,  undermining  the  program  manager's  negotiating  position  in  future 
contracting  actions.  (J5D  accepted  this  argument  and  changed  the  report 
accordingly  (Figure  3.3).  The  services  also  objected  to  the  level  of  detail 
required  in  the  Defense  Acquisition  Executive  Summary  as  well  as  the  degree  of 
duplication  between  It  end  other  status  reports.  OSD  was  not  receptive  to 
these  objections  and,  after  two  years  of  debate,  published  the  Implementing 
directive  With  this  history,  it  was  not  surprising  that  many  of  the  “technical 
questions  about  how  to  prepare  the  report  were  unanswered  when  the  first  set 
was  submitted  in  June  1984. 

There  is  a  high  degree  of  redundancy  between  the  Defense  Acquisition 
Executive  Summary  and  other  reports.  Appendix  C  is  an  extract  from  the 
Defense  Acquisition  Executive  Summary  instruction  which  explains  purpose  of 
each  exhibit  (lO  Enclosure  3);  two  recent  reports  are  in  Appendix  D.  Figure  3  4 
contains  the  Defense  Acquisition  Executive  Summery  index.  Many  of  the 
subjects  in  the  index  should  look  familiar  since  the  Selected  Acquisition 
Report  index  displayed  in  Chapter  2  is  very  similar.  In  fact,  the  information 
differs  to  some  degree  in  the  formats  with  similar  (or  identical)  titles.  In 
some  cases,  such  as  schedule,  contractor  costs,  end  variance  analysis,  for 
example,  one  report  has  more  detail  then  the  other.  A  slightly  expanded 


completion  is  "baselined"  That  is,  the  program  manager's  estimate  of  how 
much  will  be  spent  over  the  life  of  the  contract  is  established  and  changes  to 
that  estimate  are  monitored  This  estimate  does  not  represent  the  same  thing 
as  the  estimated  pnce  at  completion  shown  in  the  Selected  Acquisition  Report' 
figure  3  3  shows  how  the  program  manager's  current  estimated  price  at 
completion  (PNCEPAC)  is  defined  in  the  Selected  Acquisition  Report,  for  unit 
cost  reporting  and  in  the  Defense  Acquisition  Executive  Summary  (discussed 
later)  The  estimate  which  is  baselined  differs  from  the  Selected  Acquisition 
Report  in  that  it  allows  for  work  which  the  program  manager  knows  must  by 
done  but  which  cannot  be  defined  well  enough  to  put  on  contract  yet  It  also 
allows  the  program  manager  to  allocate  some  portion  of  his  or  her 
management  reserve  for  "unknown  unknowns  ‘  The  baselined  estimate  differs 
from  the  Defense  Acquisition  Executive  Summary  in  that  these  additional  costs 
are  identified  for  each  contract  included  in  the  programs  contract  cost 
baselines  (NOTE:  The  anticipated  effort  is  referred  to  as  future  work  in  the 
Defense  Acquisition  Executive  Summary  and,  like  the  management  reserve,  is 
given  as  a  single  sum  )  This  is  possible  because  the  contract  cost  baselines 
do  not  leave  trie  program  office  They  must,  however,  be  available  for  review 
bu  utside  agencies  Once  a  contract  is  included  in  the  contract  cost  baselines, 
it  remains  until  it  is  90  percent  complete  Only  the  top  six  contracts  are 
subject  to  breaching  the  15  percent  threshold  at  any  point  in  time.  Breaching  a 
contract  cost  baseline  results  in  a  report  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force.  If 
a  procurement  unit  cost  increases  by  more  that  15  percent,  however,  a  Unit 
Cost  Exception  Report  is  submitted  to  Congress 
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the  requirement  for  o  unit  cost  exception  report  If  any  one  of  three  costs  grows 
bu  more  than  15  percent  It  also  made  the  service  secretaries  responsible  for 
the  reporting  system  and  directed  that  they  be  provided  a  quarterly  report  on 
each  program  to  help  them  carnj  out  this  responsibility.  OSD  then  wrote  the 
implementing  directives,  i.e.,  OSD  specified  how  the  responsibility  would  be 
Implemented  (12:—) 


Unit  Cost  Reports. 

Two  of  the  three  costs  which  ore  controlled  in  unit  cost  reporting  ore  the 
program  acquisition  unit  cost  and  the  current  fiscal  year  procurement  unit  cost 
(Figure  3.2).  These  particular  costs  ore  in  the  Selected  Acquisitlor  Report.  In 
fact,  the  Selected  Acquisition  Report  is  the  basis  for  breach  of  the  unit  cost 
baselines.  Unit  Cost  Reports  (Appendix  B)  provide  the  service  secretaries  a 
quarterly  update  of  the  unit  cost  information  in  the  baseline  Selected 
Acquisition  Report.  They  also  update  Selected  Acquisition  Report  contractor 
performance  information.  However  the  Selected  Acquisition  Report  is  not  the 
basis  for  breach  of  contract  baselines  (the  third  controlled  cost).  Contract 
cost  baselines  serve  this  function. 
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Contract  Cost  Baselines 

Contract  cost  baselines  is  the  name  given  to  what  Is,  in  effect,  an  internal 
program  office  tracking  mechanism.  When  a  contract  becomes  one  of  the  six 
largest  active  contracts  on  a  particular  program,  its  estimated  price  at 


requirement  within  60  days  of  the  breach  determination  The 
prohibition  on  the  obligation  of  funds  does  not  apply  if  the  increase 
was  caused  by  terminating  or  cancelling  acquisition  programs  (615) 

This  summary  of  the  provisions  in  the  Nunn-McCurdy  Amendment  is  a 
standard  passage  in  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  annual  Selected 
Acquisition  Report  review.  It  represents  a  Congressional  perspective  on  how 
the  revised  process  is  supposed  to  work.  Four  items  are  noteworthy.  First,  the 
key  parameters  (according  to  the  Congressional  Budget  Office,  at  least)  are  the 
program  acquisition  unit  cost  and  the  procurement  unit  cost.  These  parameters 
are  not  only  in  the  Selected  Acquisition  Report,  but  the  Selected  Acquisition 
Report  values  are  the  baseline  for  unit  cost  reporting.  Second,  the  increases 
ore  measured  in  current  rather  then  constant  dollars,  a  significant  departure 
from  the  tradition  of  excluding  the  impact  of  inflation  when  evaluating 
management  performance  Third,  the  low  has  “teeth."  No  one  ignores  the 
possibility  of  losing  obligation  authority  Finally,  the  Congressional  Budget 
Office  summary  omits  one  of  the  Amendment's  most  salient  features 
Exception  reporting  is  also  required  if  any  of  a  program's  top  six  contracts  (in 
dollar  value)  exceed  their  baselines  by  more  than  15  percent.  The  Selected 
Acquisition  Report  does  not  establish  the  baseline  for  exception  reporting  in 
this  case 

The  fundamental  purpose  of  unit  cost  reporting  is  to  provide  Congress 
prospective  vice  retrospective  information  on  weapon  system  acquisition 
programs  Congress  recognized  the  OoD  concern  about  the  danger  of  too  much 
micro-management  if  prospective  information  were  provided  on  a  recurring 
basis.  To  reduce  the  possibility  of  this  occurring,  they  made  unit  cost 
reporting  an  exception  reporting  system.  In  effect,  they  legislated  one  report 
and  a  set  of  procedures  (Figure  3.1}  Specifically,  the  legislation  established 
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Chapter  3 


MAJOR  WEAPON  SYSTEM  ACQUISITION  PROGRAM  STATUS  REPORTING 

PART  II 

Status  reporting  on  major  weapon  system  acquisition  programs  today 
continues  to  include  The  Selected  Acquisition  Report  described  previously.  It 
now  also  includes  unit  cost  reporting  and  the  Defense  Acquisition  Executive 
Summary  (DAES).  The  process  by  which  these  reports  are  generated  and 
reviewed  includes  the  same  players  performing  essentially  the  some  functions 
with  two  exceptions.  First,  unit  cost  reports  do  not  go  beyond  the  service 
secretaries  unless  certain  thresholds  are  breached.  Second,  the  Defense 
Acquisition  Executive  Summary  goes  no  further  than  OSD  under  any 
circumstances.  Unit  cost  reporting  clearly  flows  from  the  Congressional 
concerns  described  in  the  previous  chapter.  The  Defense  Acquisition  Executive 
Summary,  while  implemented  in  conjunction  with  unit  cost  reporting,  is  an  OSD 
initiative  This  chapter  completes  the  description  of  the  status  reporting 
system  by  describing  unit  cost  reporting  and  the  Defense  Acquisition  Executive 
Summary  It  then  revisits  the  weaknesses  identified  in  Chapter  2  and  assesses 
how  well  the  changes  implemented  over  the  past  two  years  redress  those 
weaknesses 


UNIT  COST  REPORTING 

The  1983  Defense  Authorization  Act  (Public  Law  97-252)  established 
a  three-tiered  reporting  requirement  to  identify  programs  that  have 
significant  cost  growth.  The  purpose  is  to  provide  o  meons  by  which 
the  Congress  [emphasis  added]  can  become  aware  of  cost  growth 
eorly  enough  to  toxe  remedial  action.  The  so-called  Nunn-HcCurdy 
Amendment  requires  that  the  secretaries  of  the  Army.  Navy,  and  Air 
Force  notify  the  Congress  of  programs  In  which:  CO  the  program 
acquisition  unit  cost  is  more  that  15  percent  above  the  baseline  or  (2) 
the  procurement  unit  cost  for  [the  current  fiscal  year!  is  more  than 
15  percent  above  the  baseline.  If  unit-cost  growth  exceeds  the 
baseline  bu  25  percent  or  more,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  must  certify 
in  writing  that  the  system  is  required. 

The  baseline  used  for  these  reports  is  the  cost  estimate  in  the 
first  SAR  submitted  to  the  Congress  on  the  program,  or  the  estimate 
in  the  December  SAR  for  the  fiscal  year  immediately  before  the 
current  fiscal  year,  whichever  is  later.  Thus  the  baseline  is  updated 
annually.  All  costs  are  measured  in  current  rather  than  constant 
dollars.  Authority  to  obligate  funds  for  a  program  is  automatically 
terminated  if  the  service  secretary  does  not  submit  a  report  within 
30  days  or  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  fails  to  certify  the  system 


system  were  in  place,  it  would  be  possible  to  simplify  the  Selected  Acquisition 
Report  (7:124-134) 


From  the  program  office  perspective,  the  Selected  Acquisition  Report's 
omplexitu  was  a  major  problem.  Almost  every  organizational  element  was 
nvolved  in  preparing  and  staffing  one.  In  1982,  there  was  no  automated 


preparing  and  staffing  one.  In  1982,  there  was  no  automated 
ilp  with  the  computations  or  to  ensure  consistency.  It  was  a  veru 


system  to  help  with  the  computations  or  to  ensure  consistency.  It  was  a  very 
labor-intensive  effort  which  continued  through  most  of  the  review  process 
Further,  its  utility  to  the  program  office  was  questionable.  It  had  ceased  to  be 
a  means  of  surfacing  and  resolving  problems  when  it  became  a  DoD  report  to 
Congress.  As  a  “report  card"  on  the  program  manager's  performance  it  was 
flawed.  Most  users  assumed  tnat  the  information  in  the  selected 


Acquisition  Report  reflected  the  program  manager's  best  estimate  of  the 
program  descriptors  (technical,  schedule,  cost).  (5  1)  It  did  so  or.lu  to  th«? 
extent  that  his  or  her  estimates  were  incorporated  into  the  most  recent  budget 
submitted  to  Congress  The  total  cost  to  complete  the  program  as  "ell  as  any 
other  program  parameters  which  were  included  in  the  budget  submit. on  had  to 
match  that  submission.  The  variance  analysis  was,  thus,  a  reconciliation 
between  the  program  manager's  best  estimates  and  the  results  of  the  resource 
allocation  process.  Any  disconnects'  between  the  resources  which  were 
available  and  the  program  which  could  be  executed  within  the  available 
resources  were  picked  up  in  subsequent  Selected  Acquisition  Reports  os 
changes  or  estimating  errors  of  some  sort  Meanwhile,  the  program  manager 
was  on  record  to  Congress  as  saying  that  the  available  resources  were  adequate 
to  do  the  job.  The  most  common  ramification  of  this  was  the  appearance  of 
cost  growth  due  to  estimating  error  or  mismanagement 


The  description  of  status  reporting  prior  to  passage  of  the  Nunn-McCurdy 
Amendment  was  a  description  of  the  Selected  Acquisition  Report  and  its 
processing.  The  foregoing  discussion  has  highlighted  those  ospects  of  the 
process  which  contributed  to  the  dissatisfaction  expressed  In  1982 
Complexity  was  on  everyone's  list.  Beyond  that,  the  dissatisfaction  of  anu 
particular  group  arose  from  that  groups  view  of  the  "demand  funct1on'--the 
program  manager's  report  card  versus  OSD's  documentation  of  decisions  ver  sus 
Congress's  source  of  prospective  information.  The  Nunn-McCurdu  Amendment 
attempted  to  rectify  the  weaknesses  which  caused  the  dissatisfaction  The 
next  chapter  examines  the  results  in  terms  of  what  the  status  reporting 
system  is  today  and  how  well  today's  system  redresses  the  weaknesses 
identified  above 


Under  the  new  DOO  acquisition  procedure,  SARs  mau  not  be 
initiated  until  after  major  programs  have  completed  the  Advanced 
Development  ond  System  Demonstration/Validation  phases  of  the 
acquisition  process  and  are  well  into  full-scale  development.  These 
phases  typically  require  an  average  of  9  years.  Therefore,  generally  9 
years  may  have  elapsed  before  a  major  program  is  first  reported  in  a 
SAR; ...  and 

Although  the  SAR  system  provides  quarterly  updates  on  major 
weapon  systems,  many  substantive  changes  are  reported  only  once  a 
year  and  are  reflected  in  the  December  31  SARs.  The  December  31 
SARs  coincide  with  the  President  s  budget  submission  and  reflect 
program  changes  resulting  from  budget  decisions  for  the  next  fiscal 
year.  Therefore,  the  SAR  system  does  not  provide  the  Congress  with 
continuous  visibility  of  programs  with  potentially  high  cost  growth. 
(0:11-12) 

From  a  Congressional  perspective,  then,  the  status  reporting  system,  as  it 
existed  in  1982,  did  not  provide  insight  into  potential  cost  growth  problems  or 
the  impact  of  management  decisions.  Further,  it  did  not  cover  enough  programs 
nor  did  it  begin  coverage  early  enough  in  the  life  cycle.  Finally,  Congress 
recognized  that  the  Selected  Acquisition  Report  documented  budget  decisions 
and  the  impact  that  factor  had  (and  has)  on  the  timing  and  nature  of  the 
Information  they  received.  Repeotedly,  the  discussions  during  the  hearings 
came  back  to  the  Issue  of  prospective  versus  retrospective  Information,  in 
every  case,  the  witnesses  agreed  that  the  Selected  Acquisition  Report  provided 
retrospective  information  only.  (7:33,  125,  981,  1081,  1093)  If  one  assumes 
that  what  o  program  will  cost  in  the  future  is  a  relevant  consideration  when 
deciding  how  to  allocate  resources,  then  the  Congressional  concerns  were  valid. 
However,  the  kind  of  information  which  would  alleviate  these  concerns  would 
also  provide  them  the  opportunity  to  "micro-manage  "  (7:1023) 

m 

From  the  OSD  perspective,  the  panel's  findings  on  the  Selected  Acquisition 
Report  were  occurote  In  fact,  Congress  should  not  have  been  surprised  by  the 
Selected  Acquisition  Report  s  attributes  given  the  fact  that  it  was  a  DoD  status 
report  to  Congress.  As  a  program  manager's  report  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense, 
it  hod  been  a  useful  document  for  surfacing  potential  problems  as  they  become 
known  (prospective  In  nature).  To  provide  prospective  information  to  congress 
on  a  recurring  basis,  however,  would  nave  preempted  the  ongoing 
decision-making  process  at  lower  levels.  As  the  annual  event  which  forced  the 
culmination  of  that  process,  submission  of  the  President's  budget  was  the 
logical  time  to  surface  chonges  to  Congress.  The  Selected  Acquisition  Report, 
then,  had  ceased  to  be  a  decision  document  when  it  became  a  status  report  to 
Congress;  at  that  point,  it  become  a  means  of  communicating  decisions  mode 
during  the  year.  The  primary  problem  with  the  Selected  Acquisition  Report 
Itself  was  that.  In  on  attempt  to  use  it  to  respond  to  diverse  requests  for 
information,  OSD  had  made  it  too  complex.  The  criticism  that  it  contained  no 
prospective  information  was  not  valid  in  that  it  would  hove  been  unreasonable 
to  expect  any  recurring  report  to  Congress  to  include  that  sort  of  information. 
The  only  reasonable  way  to  obtain  credible  prospective  Information  would  to  be 
to  establish  on  exception  reporting  system.  In  fact,  if  on  exception  reporting 
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The  Selected  Acquisition  Report  coordination  and  approval  cycles  ai  each 
>  in  the  organizational  hierarchy  are  not  atypical  of  sucn  processes, 
aft  elements  identifu  changes  (if  anu)  reouired  for  their 


level  in  the  or 
Functional  staf 


Functional  staff  elements  identify  changes  (if  any)  required  for  their 
endorsement  The  changes  are  incorporated^  and  a  product  emerges  which 
represents  the  corporate  position.  The  AFSC  Commander,  Chief  of  Staff  of  the 
Air  Force,  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  and  Secretary  of  Defense  then  approve  (or 
further  modify  and  approve)  the  product  before  it  goes  to  the  next  level.  The 
review  and  approval  process  is  such  that  the  product  which  goes  to  Congress 
may  be  something  quite  different  from  the  product  prepared  by  the  program 
office,  what  began  as  a  program  office  status  report  is  transformed  into  a  DoD 
position  on  the  status  of  a  major  program  This  transformation,  more  than  any 
other  factor,  caused  the  dissatisfaction  which  led  to  changes  in  the  weapon 
system  acquisition  program  status  reporting  process. 


A  striking  feature  of  the  'common  wisdom'  about  status  reporting  prior  to 
implementation  of  the  chonges  was  the  degree  of  consistency  in  the  criticisms. 
What  varied  were  opinions  on  the  implications  of  the  perceived  flaws,  and 
these  variations  reflected  differing  opinions  on  what  needs  status  reporting 
should  serve.  To  illustrate,  this  section  will  summarize  the  weaknesses  from 
three  perspectives— Congress,  OSD,  and  the  program  office— beginning  with  the 
Congressional  perspective. 

Congress 

In  1982,  Congressman  McCurdy  chaired  a  special  panel  which  conducted 
hearings  on  cost  growth  in  weapon  system  acquisition  programs.  During  the 
hearings,  he  focused  on  inadequate  status  reporting  as  one  of  the  contributing 
factors  to  cost  growth.  The  panel  s  recommendations  on  status  reporting 
became  the  provisions  of  the  Nunn-McCurdy  Amendment.  Its  findings  on  status 
reporting  summarize  the  Congressiotial  perception  of  weaknesses. 


The  panel  finds  that  the  present  (SAR)  system  does  not  consistently 
provide  the  Congress  with  timely  and  complete  information  and  that 
the  SAR  system  is  largely  an  historical  reporting  system.  Therefore, 
SARs  do  not  provide  tne  forward  looking  cost  Information  necessary 
for  detecting  potential  cost  growth  problems. 

Specifically,  the  panel  finds  that: 

The  absence  of  more  timely  and  complete  information  hinders  the 
efforts  of  the  Congress  in  exercising  its  oversight  responsibilities; 

The  present  SAR  system  Is  a  retrospective  reporting  system  and 
does  not  routinely  provide  information  when  exceptional  events  occur 
which  may  result  in  significant  cost  growth.  Hence,  it  does  not 
provide  information  on  program  and  contract  costs  that  would  assist 
in  the  early  detection  of  potential  cost  growth  problems- 

The  intent  of  Public  Law  96-107  Tthe  existing  SAR  legislation] 
was  to  provide  dollar  thresholds  for  systems  to  be  reported  in  the 
SAR  system,  but  the  DOD  practice  is  such  that,  unless  systems  are 
designated  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  as  'major  systems,’  they  may 
not  be  reported  in  the  SAR  system,  regardless  of  cost; 
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cause  a  quarterly  Selected  Acquisition  Report  to  be  required.  For  example,  if 
an  event  does  not  occur  as  scheduled,  the  program  office  prepares  a  quarterly 
Selected  Acquisition  Report  identifying  the  change,  its  impact,  and  the  reasons 
for  the  change.  On  the  other  hand,  if  an  event  win  not  occur  next  year,  the 
program  office  documents  the  changes  in  the  next  annual  Selected  Acquisition 
Report.  As  the  Principal  Assistant  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense  (Comptroller) 
told  Congress,  ’Until  we  decide  what  the  solution  tolhe  problems  will  be  [you 
wont]  see  them....’  (7:126)  All  Selected  Acquisition  Reports,  annual  and 
quarterly,  go  through  the  same  review  process. 

The  Selected  Acquisition  Report  review  process  begins  with  working  level 
review  meetings  at  HQ  AFSC  and  culminates  with  Che  OSD  submission  to 
Congress  after  formal  coordination/approval  cycles  at  HQ  AFSC,  HQ  USAF,  and 
OSD  (Figure  2.3).  (HQ  AFLC  and  HQ  AFCl,  not  shown  also  conduct  reviews.)  The 
initial  step  is  a  joint  review  by  HQ  AFSC  and  HQ  USAF.  This  consists  of  a 
series  of  meetings  with  members  oiLeach  program  office  which  submitted  a 
Selected  Acquisition  Report.  The  headquorters  staff  representation  varies 
according  to  the  program  being  reviewed  but  always  includes  people  with  both 
financial  and  programmatic  expertise.  The  meeting  itself  is  a  line-by-line 
review  of  the  document,  and  the  discussions  range  from  how  to  treat 
substantive  issues  to  whether  or  not  a  comma  is  appropriate.  Minor  issues  are 
resolved  at  the  meeting;  major  ones  are  resolved  within  a  few  days.  Changes 
resulting  from  the  meeting  are  incorporated  into  the  Selected  Acquisition 
Reports  prior  to  the  formal  coordination/approval  cycles,  normally  by  program 
office  personnel. 


variance  analysis  section).  The  missing  funds  were  restored  during  the 
subsequent  budget  formulation  phase.  Since  the  production  rates  (quantities) 
did  not  change  this  time,  the  unit  cost  increased,  and  the  only  available 
explanation  for  the  change  was  "estimating  error."  congress,  meanwhile,  was 
surprised  by  the  new  budget  request  and  frustrated  bu  tne  official  explanation 
which  followed  in  the  Selected  Acquisition  Report.  While  this  is  a  hypothetical 
example,  this  author  has  seen  variants  of  the  scenario  occur  often  enough  to 
consider  it  typical.  It  not  only  illustrates  that  Selected  Acquisition  Reports 
are  Inherently  complex  because  of  Internal  linkages,  but  introduces  the  notion 
that  the  complexity  is  compounded  by  external  linkages. 

The  Selected  Acquisition  Report  is  a  complex  document.  It  is  also  rigid 
with  both  the  formats  and  computations  being  prescribed.  The  rigidity, 
however,  has  resulted  in  a  high  degree  of  standardization  among  reports.  A 
pattern,  common  to  all  Selected  Acquisition  Reports,  quickly  emerges  when  one 
is  examined:  original  estimate,  current  estimate,  and  explanation  of  changes 
within  the  prescribed  categories  of  information.  That  is,  it  describes  whet 
Aes  heppened  to  e  progrem  reietive  to  whet  wes  intended  to  heppen. 
Because  of  the  internal  and  external  linkages,  complexity,  and  the  importance 
of  these  reports,  on  elaborate  review  process  has  evolved. 


THE  PROCESS 

Program  office  personnel  prepare  and  submit  Selected  Acquisition  Reports 
at  least  once  each  year.  They  use  data  captured  during  program  execution  to 
update  the  status  information  and  explain  the  changes.  Program  execution, 
broadly  speaking,  involves  planning  the  program  in  terms  of  what,  how  many, 
when,  and  how  much;  actually  doing  the  tasks;  measuring  the  results  (In  the 
same  terms  used  to  plan  the  program);  and  modifying  the  plan  as  necessary. 
This  information.  Inherent  in  the  program  execution  process,  is  sufficient  fo 
answer  the  internal  questions  (i.e.,  what  has  happened  relative  to  what  was 
intended  to  happen  and  what  caused  the  variances)  posed  by  the  Selected 
Acquisition  Report.  For  example,  program  offices  receive  contractor 
performance  reports  which  indicate  how  much  work  has  been  accomplished 
versus  how  much  was  planned  when  the  contract  was  awarded,  how  much  the 
work  accomplished  cost  versus  how  much  was  planned,  detailed  explanations  of 
why  the  differences  occurred,  and  projected  Impacts  of  past  changes  on  future 
work.  The  information  is  used  to  manage  the  contract  and  to  prepore  a  Selected 
Acquisition  Report.  The  same  is  true  for  every  category  of  information  except 
the  program  funding  summary.  HQ  USAF  provides  the  funding  (and  quantity) 
information  two  weeks  before  the  Selected  Acquisition  Report  is  due  to 
Headquarters,  Air  Force  Systems  Command  (HQ  AFSC).  Recoil  that  this 
information  via  internal  linkages,  directly  influences  the  changes  which  must 
be  explained  in  the  Selected  Acquisition  Report. 

The  onnual  Selected  Acquisition  Report  is  due  to  Congress  60  doys  after 
ti.a  President  s  budget  proposal  is  released.  If  a  program’s  total  cost  increases 
by  at  least  five  percent  or  a  scheduled  event  "slips  by  at  least  three  months 
during  the  year,  the  program  office  prepares  a  quarterly  report.  (1 1:3)  Since 
the  basic  program  content  must  coincide  with  the  latest  President  s  budget 
submission,  only  the  activities  which  ore  occurring  during  the  current  year  can 
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display  must  be  the  some  os  the  funding  in  the  latest  President's  Budget 
request  to  Congress.  Equally  important,  tne  quantities  must  be  the  same  as 
those  in  the  President  s  Budget  in  both  annual  and  quarterly  reports.  Note  that 
this  is  an  «*7£ro*/1inkage,  i.e.,  the  report  is  linked  to  the  resource  allocation 
process.  (11:3-7)  The  second  Important  linkage  is  between  the  Program 
Acquisition  Cost  display  and  tM  Cost  Variance  Analysis.  Again,  the  totals 
must  be  equal.  Finally,  there  ore  seven  potential  explanations  for  cost 
variances,  each  of  which  is  computed  in  a  specific  sequence  and  according  to 
stringent  rules.  (11:3-7  -  3-8)  This  represents  the  third  important 
linkage— the  linkage  among  the  potential  explanations  of  cost  variance.  The 
following  hypothetical,  out  not  unrealistic,  exomple  illustrates  the 
significance  of  these  linkages. 
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Figure  2.2 


Suppose  a  program  manager  was  committed  to  delivering  a  specified 
number  of  systems  in  a  specified  timeframe  for  a  specified  cost.  His  or  her 
estimate  of  the  costs  to  complete  the  program  was  predicated  upon  a  specified 
procurement  rate.  Further,  suppose  that  this  commitment  was  documented  in 
the  initial  Selected  Acquisition  Report  to  Congress.  During  the  next  budget 
formulation  phase,  the  procurement  rate  was  reduced  In  the  budget  year 
because  of  more  pressing  requirements  for  funds.  The  quantity  taken  out  In  the 
budget  year  was  added  back  later  in  the  program  along  with  the  funds. 
Unfortunately,  insufficient  funds  were  added  back.  Since  this  was  a 
last-minute  change,  the  program  manager  was  unable  to  get  the  mistake 
corrected  in  the  President  s  Budget  request.  Thus,  the  error  was  included  in  the 
annual  Selected  Acquisition  Report  (complete  with  an  explanation  in  the 


impact  of  resource  allocation  decisions  made  between  budget  submissions. 
(7.126)  If  you  are  a  program  manager,  it  is  uour  report  card  to  congress.  If  you 
are  the  action  officer  who  prepares  a  selected  Acquisition  Report,  it  is 
confusing.  Much  of  the  testimony  before  Congress  indicates  that,  of  all  the 
perceptions  on  the  subject,  only  the  action  officer  is  right.  No  matter  how 
many  perceptions  exist  about  the  Selected  Acquisition  Report,  however,  it  only 
does  two  things.  First  it  describes  what  has  happened  to  a  program  relative  to 
what  was  originally  intended  to  happen.  Second,  the  Selected  Acquisition 
Report  reconciles  a  programs  past  with  the  most  recent  decisions  on  its 
future.  To  do  this,  a  highly  stylized  document  has  emerged. 

The  Selected  Acquisition  Report  is  a  rigidly  structured  report  which 
contains  two  basic  types  of  information:  program  content  and  a  complete  track 
of  all  changes  to  the  program  since  the  initial  Selected  Acquisition  Report. 
Figure  2.1  is  the  prescribed  Index  for  all  annual  Selected  Acquisition  Reports 
and  shows  the  categories  of  descriptive  data.  The  example  of  a  Selected 
Acquisition  Report  provided  bu  OSD  in  the  recently  revised  Instruction 
(1 13-1-1  -  3-1-9)  is  in  Appendix  A.  The  pattern  of  current  status,  previous 
changes,  and  changes  since  last  report  within  each  descriptive  category  shows 
up  cfearly  in  the  report  Less  clear  are  the  linkages  which  contribute  to  the 
overall  complexity. 


The  linkages  of  particular  importance  are  illustrated  in  Figure  2.2.  The 
first  Is  between  the  Program  Acquisition  Cost  display  and  the  President’s 
Budget.  For  the  annual  report,  the  costs  shown  in  the  Program  Acquisition  Cost 
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Figure  3.6 


relationships  highlighted  in  Figure  3.6  do  not.  Notice,  in  particular,  that  the 
contract  cost  baselines  required  for  unit  cost  reporting  are  composed  of 
factors  controlled  by  the  program  maneqer.  The  same  ccnnol  be  said  of  the  two 
unit  cost  baselines 


reporting 

rce  cannot 


As  shown  in  Figure  3  7  unit  cost  baselines  ere  a  function  of  approved 
funding  and  quantities  The  discussion  in  Chapter  2  established  that  these  may 
or  may  not  be  within  the  program  manager's  control,  yet  all  of  the  reports  in 
the  status  reporting  system  continue  to  talk  in  terms  of  the  program  manager's 
estimates.  The  revised  system  thus  remains  somewhat  misleading.  However, 
the  changes  havs  rectified  many  of  the  deficiencies  which  prompted  the 
changes  in  the  first  place 

Unit  cost  reporting  provides  prospective  information  to  Congress  as  soon 
as  a  problem  is  identified  It  does  so  on  an  exception  basis  thus 
accommodating  OSD  s  concern  over  the  potential  for  micro-management  at  the 
Congressional  level  Further,  on8  of  the  three  parameters  In  the  program 
manager's  new  "report  card"  (contract  cost  baselines)  Is  actually  controlled  by 
wie  program  manager  Adding  the  Defense  Acquisition  Executive  Summary  to 
the  status  reporting  system  was  the  other  major  change  which  occurred  after 
Congress  passed  the  Nunn-McCurdy  Amendment  An  OSD  initiative  started 
before  the  Amendment  was  passed,  its  purpose  was  to  provide  OSD  the 
prospective  information  it  felt  it  needed  when  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense 
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Cerlucci  implemented  his  centralized  policy,  decentralized  management 
policy.  Particularly  noteworthy  is  the  fact  ihot  the  Defense  Acquisition 
Executive  Summary  links  contractor  performance  with  funding  availability. 
Finally,  OSD  pubnshed  revised  Selected  Acquisition  Report  preparation 
instructions  in  December  1984  which  reduced  its  complexity  os  well  os  some 
of  the  data  redundancy  In  the  status  reporting  system.  ( 1 0: — )  Overall,  the 
major  Congressional  and  OSD  concerns  have  Deen  redressed  by  the  changes 
since  198Z  Problems  remain,  however— some  old,  some  new. 
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Figure  3.7 


Chapter  4 


A  FRAMEWORK 

The  discussions  so  far  have  focused  on  assessing  status  reporting  in  terms 
of  what  Congress  and  OSD  want  without  explicit  treatment  of  what  a 
management  control  system  should  do.  There  was  a  theoretical  underpinning 
implicit  in  some  of  the  assertions,  however.  For  example,  the  notion  that  the 
system  is  misleading  because  the  reports  attribute  positions  to  program 
managers  which  they  mau  not  have  implies  that  doing  so  is  "bod'  in  principle. 
This  chapter  presents  the  study’s  theoretical  framework.  Recall  that  the 
purposes  of  a  management  control  system  ore  to  measure  how  closely  the 
actual  outcome  of  decisions  match  the  intended  outcome  to  influence  the 
behavior  of  organizational  entities,  and  to  provide  information  to  o  continuing 
planning  process.  The  framework  is  derived  by  combining  these  purposes  with 
the  acquisition  process. 

An  extremely  simplified  view  of  the  acquisition  process  is  presented  in 
Figure  4.1.  This  view  eliminates  a  specific  timeline  and  focuses  on  the 
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Figure  4. 1 


iterative  nature  of  decision-making  in  the  process  It  also  collapses  the 
organizational  hierarchy  into  two  levels--one  which  makes  decisions  end  one 
which  implements  them  Finally,  it  does  not  explicitly  show  the  interactions 
between  the  acquisition  process  and  the  resource  allocation  process,  however, 
it  does  show  the  transformation  of  cost  into  funding  It  also  shows  where 
status  reporting  fits  in  the  process 

The  acquisition  process  is  a  continuing  series  of  decisions  on  what  a 
program  should  be  (what,  how  many,  when,  how  much),  implementation  of  those 
decisions,  and  revisions  to  the  direction  (new  decisions)  based  on  actual 
experience  and  changing  conditions  Status  reporting  is  the  means  by 
which  actual  experience  is  fed  back  into  the  deciswn-makmc 
process  The  information  which  flows  beck  Is  some  mixture  of  actual 
experience  and  revised  estimates  which  reflect  the  projected  impact  of  that 
experience  As  the  program  matures,  the  ratio  of  actual  experience  to 
estimates  in  the  'bottom  fine'  values  increases,  and  the  uncertainty  decreases 
Actual  experience,  however,  is  but  one  of  the  factors  which  influence  the 
decisions  Changing  conditions  such  as  the  threat,  the  political  environment, 
resource  availability,  end  emerging  technologies  also  enter  into  the  'equation ' 
Thus,  the  program  direction  which  flows  into  a  program  office  reflects 
decisions  whicn  may  or  may  not  have  been  based  on  actual  experience  end  its 
projected  impact  further,  when  viewed  from  within  the  program  office,  the 
direction  itself  becomes  a  source  of  program  uncertainty.  I  !eally,  the 
management  control  mechanism  (status  reporting)  should  be  able  to  o  tinguish 
between  variances  caused  by  program  execution  (operations)  and  those  caused 
by  program  direction  (decisions)  (1  172)  Figure  4  2  Illustrates  why  status 
reporting  systems  should  have  this  characteristic  (1:181) 
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Figure  4.2 


The  illustration  shows  the  duol  role  which  feedback  plays  in  a  management 
and  control  system.  First,  it  allows  management  to  identify  and  correct 
operational  problems  which  might  be  causing  actual  outcomes  to  differ  from 
tne  outcomes  which  were  intended  when  decisions  were  mode  during  the 
planning  phase.  Second,  it  allows  management  to  adjust  their  planning  factors 
In  either  case,  the  primary  purpose  of  feedback  is  to  improve  the  quality  of 
decisons— whether  theu  be  operational  decisions  or  planning  decisions.  Note 
that  performance  standards  form  part  of  the  set  of  assumptions  which  go  into 
the  planning  activities.  They  also  communicate  management  expectations  os 
decisions  are  passed  down  the  organizational  hierarchy  for  implementation. 
Given  their  importance,  it  is  not  surprising  that  what  they  should  be  and  how 
they  should  be  established  are  the  subjects  of  extensive  research— much  of 
which  is  inconclusive.  Researchers  do  agree  on  two  things,  however.  First,  the 
parameters  themselves  tell  employees  what  top  management  considers  to  be 
important  Second,  if  used  to  evaluate  performance,  tne  standards  Influence 
behavior— but  often  in  an  unpredictable  way.  (1:175,  179- 180)  Thus,  a  status 
reporting  system  should  be  structured  in  such  a  way  that  it  can  provide 
information  which  will  improve  decision  making  without  sending  unintended 
signals  to  those  who  will  Implement  the  decisions.  To  bring  this  closer  to  the 
world  of  acquisition  management,  consider  the  illustration  in  figure  4.3. 


Figure  4.3 


The  model  in  figure  4.3  is  the  same  as  the  one  discussed  above  adjusted  to 
reflect  the  acquisition  process  The  “goals  and  performance  standards'  ore 
weapon  system  performance  characteristics,  schedule,  unit  cost  baselines,  and 


contract  cost  baselines.  Status  reporting  then  provides  tne  results  to  date 
The  information  includes  sufficient  explanation  of  the  variances  to  permit 
determining  whether  or  not  the  goals  and  performance  standards  should  be 
adjusted.  Tne  adjustments  to  performance  are  not  necessarily  made  to  correct 
mismanagement.  For  example,  funding  constraints  may  have  caused  some 
development  activities  to  be  delayed,  One  alternative  would  be  to  change  the 
dote  for  the  initial  operating  capability,  i.e,  change  the  standard.  Another 
would  be  to  increase  the  degree  of  concurrency  Between  development  end 
production  activities  (change  tne  performance).  Another  example  is  deciding, 
based  on  the  feedback,  what  to  do  if  the  logistics  infrastructure  cannot  be  m 
place  as  scheduled.  Again,  the  date  for  achieving  the  initial  operating 
capability  could  be  changed.  An  alternative  would  be  to  plan  for  contractor 
logistics  support  for  sGme  interim  period.  The  point  is  that  "determining 
corrective  action"  is  not  a  "finger  pointing"  exercise  That  is,  one  of  the 
fundamental  purposes  of  status  reporting  Is  to  improve  the  quality  oi 
decisions-- whether  thou  he  planning  decisions  or  operation*; 
decisions-  -by  providing  feedback  which  reflects  actual  experience 

One  other  theoretical  issue  needs  to  be  explored  within  the  context  of  the 
acquisition  process  before  identifying  specific  problems  which  remain  in 
today's  status  reporting  process.  That  issue  is  the  impact  which  the  nature  of 
the  goals  and  performance  standards  has  on  subordinate  organizations.  As 
notea  eorlier,  the  research  in  this  area  is  inconclusive  in  the  sense  that  no  one 
has  formulated  a  method  of  devising  performance  standards  which  precludes 
dysfunctional  results  Researchers  agree  that  performance  standards  influence 
behavior,  the  question  is  how.  The  reason  the  answer  to  this  question  has 
remained  a  mystery  is  that  a  number  of  poorly  understood  factors 
interact— three  of  which  are  worth  mentioning  here  The  first  is 
controllability  The  issue  here  is  to  what  extent  should  performance  indicators 
reflect  things  which  are  outside  the  manager's  control.  For  example,  to  what 
extent  should  a  program  manager  be  held  accountable  for  breaching  unit  cost 
baselines  given  that  resource  availability  will  frequently  determine  their 
value?  Most  practitioners  assume  that  the  system  is  more  effective  if  ths 
performance  measures  are  entirely  controlled  By  the  activity  being  evaluated 
(2  177-178)  The  difficulty  the  DoD  has  encountered  in  establishing 
supportahility  goals  which  effectively  influence  program  managers'  behavior 
during  th®  acquisition  procsss  is  o  good  cose  in  point.  (4:12-  13)  A  second, 
related  factor  is  the  degree  of  participation  In  setting  the  standards  in  fort, 
the  academic  community  nos  concluded  that  'increased  participation  in  setting 
the  standard  can  lead  to  either  increased  or  decreased  performance'  when 
assessed  on  a  behavioral  basis.  (1  183)  Participation,  however,  con  improve 
the  quality  of  the  standard  when  the  subordinate  organizations  possess 
"superior  knowledge "  Finally,  what  happens  when  the  standard  »$  too  high  or 
too  low?  Again,  there  is  not  a  definitive  answer  because  reactions  vary 
according  to  personalities.  Research  does  indicate  that,  in  general" 
performance  is  higher  when  the  standards  are  accepted  and  attainable.  (1185) 
The  fact  that  the  nature  of  the  performance  indicators  influences  behavior 
r  °ans  that  status  reporting  should  be  assessed  in  terms  besides  'accounting 
•  omnleteness  *  Behavioral  implications  are  also  important 

The  pnnctpfes\or  more  precisely,  assumptions)  implicit  in  the  preceding 
chapters  and  the  proposals  which  follow  derive  from  a  theoretical  framework 


which  considers  the  purposes  ond  behavioral  implications  of  management 
control  systems.  Perhaps  the  most  fundamental  purpose  is  to  improve  the 
quality  of  decisions— both  planning  and  operational.  Status  reporting 
contributes  to  this  in  two  ways.  First,  it  is  the  means  by  which  problems  are 
identified.  To  be  useful,  the  Information  should  clearly  identify  whether  the 
'variance*  between  planned  and  actual  is  caused  by  planning  or  execution 
Second,  it  is  the  means  by  which  actual  experience  is  fed  into  the  planning 
process.  Within  the  acquisition  arena,  this  is  especially  important  because  the 
program  managers  really  do  hove  “superior  knowledge  about  their  programs. 
Management  control  systems  (whether  explicitly  intended  or  not)  send  signals 
down  the  organizational  hierarchy  on  what  the  higher  levels  consider 
important,  i.e.,  they  influence  behavior.  While  there  is  considerable  debate  on 
how  they  influence  behavior,  there  is  fairly  widespread  agreement  that  the 
rformance  measurements  should  be  within  the 


person)  being  held  responsible.  It  should  be  clear  by  now  that  status  reporting 
on  weapon  system  acquisition  programs  does  not  embody  all  of  these 
principles.  The  next  chapter  suggests  some  ways  to  move  it  a  little  closer. 
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Chapter  5 


PROPOSALS 

When  viewed  in  terms  of  the  'demand  function,'  the  changes  in  weapon 
system  acquisition  program  status  reporting  implemented  over  the  post  two 
years  have  hod  the  desired  results.  That  is.  Congress  and  OSD  now  receive 
information  which,  by  its  nature— prospective  vice  retrospective— meets  their 
perceived  needs  better  than  that  provided  prior  to  the  changes.  This  is  a  fairly 
uninteresting  conclusion  given  the  fact  that  Congress  and  OSD  prescribed  the 
changes.  More  interesting  is  the  observation  that  they  also  improved  the 
quality  of  the  program  manager  s  'report  card.'  Specifically,  they  created  a 
performance  indicator  which  measures  variables  controlled  by  tne  program 
manager— the  contract  cost  baseline.  With  this  one  exception,  tne  changes  did 
little  to  improve  the  system  when  viewed  in  terms  of  the  'supply  function '  In 
fact  the  system  is  more  complex  than  before  and  the  volume  of  information  is 
much  greater.  Moreover,  the  terminology,  at  least,  is  still  misleading.  For 
example,  the  'program  manager's  current  estimated  price  at  completion'  may 
not  be  the  program  manager's  estimate  at  all.  This  chapter  addresses  these 
issues  and  discusses  approaches  for  deoling  with  them.  The  issues  fall  into 
two  broad  categories— those  related  to  quality  of  information  and  those 
related  to  overall  efficiency.  Before  addressing  the  specific  issues,  however, 
the  remaining  assumptions  underlying  the  study  are  presented. 


ASSUMPTIONS 

Most  of  the  assumptions  are  inherent  in  the  framework  just  presented, 
however,  there  are  others.  First  and  foremost,  the  Air  Force  cannot  eliminate 
status  reporting  to  Congress  or  OSD.  The  Defense  Acquisition  Executive 
Summary  is  a  notable  example.  The  three  services  displayed  a  united  front  in 
opposing  this  requirement  to  no  avail.  Second,  resource  availability  will 
continue  to  be  a  problem  Competition  among  validated  requirements  is  a  fact 
of  life  which  is  not  likely  to  change.  If  history  is  on  indicator,  conceiting 
programs  will  be  a  last  resort.  Therefore,  the  resources  available  to  any 
program  will  be  an  allocation  which  reflects  relative  priorities  rather  than  the 
results  of  computing  what  is  required  to  execute  on  optimally  structured 
program.  Third,  complexity  will  remain  a  characteristic  of  the  status 
reporting  system.  Status  reporting  reflects  the  results  of  decisions  mode  in 
two,  overtopping  processes— the  resource  allocation  process  and  the 
acquisition  process.  Both  are  complex;  reporting  on  their  Interactions  can  be 
no  less  so.  Fourth,  it  is  in  the  Air  Force  s  best  interest  to  do  whatever  is 
necessary  to  improve  the  quality  of  the  reports  generated  in  this  process.  The 
premise  here  is  that  credibility  enhances  the  likelihood  of  success  in  the 
resource  allocation  arena— especially  the  Congressional  part  of  that  arena 
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Finally,  no  one  involved  in  this  process  wants  to  deceive  anyone.  The 
participants  are  committed  to  doing  whet  is  right- -as  they  understand  it 


quality  of  information  issues 

There  are  two  problems  associated  with  the  quality  of  information  which 
flows  through  the  status  reporting  process  Tne  first  is  that  the  tinning 
implicit  in  unit  cost  baselines  is  out  of  line  with  the  timing  of  Congressional 
reviews  Specifically,  public  law  prescribes  that  the  baseline  for  unit  cost 
baselines  be  the  value  in  the  Selected  Acquisition  Report  for  the  previous 
fiscal  year  or  the  latest  Unit  Cost  Exception  Report  if  the  baseline  has  been 
previously  breached.  This  means  that  the  program  repr  esented  in  the  baseline 
is  probably  different  from  the  program  in  the  most  recent  budget  submission 
(end  its  accompanying  Selected  Acquisition  Report).  Since  each  annuel 
Selected  Acquisition  Report  explains  the  impact  of  decisions  made  since  the 
previous  budget  submission,  the  value  of  a  Unit  Cost  Report  which  explains  the 
same  thing  is  questionable  More  importantly,  it  insures  that  Congress 
receives  dated  information  HQ  AFSC  recently  proposed  that  the  baseline  be 
changed  to  coincide  with  the  most  recent  annual  Selected  Acquisition  Report 
(13:—)  This  does  two  things  First,  Congress  would  be  notified  if  the 
information  they  are  using  to  make  their  resource  allocation  decisions  changes 
Second,  it  would  eliminate  the  need  for  quarterly  Selected  Acquisition  Reports 
The  Air  Force  and  OSD  should,  therefore,  fully  support  the  AFSC  initiative 

The  second  problem  which  Impacts  on  the  quality  of  the  information 
provided  via  the  status  reporting  process  results  from  the  linkage  between 
budget  requests  to  Congress  and  the  status  reports  This  one  is  tougher 
because  the  need  to  link  the  two  is  driven  by  the  need  for  consistency  in  who? 
the  DoD  tells  Congress  Inconsistency  tends  to  reduce  credibility.  Yet,  as  the 
system  is  currently  structured,  honest  mistakes  may  be  perpetuated  in  the 
status  reports.  This,  too,  threatens  credibility.  One  alternative  is  to  insure 
that  program  managers  agree  that  the  funding  and  program  content  "match 
before  the  budget  goes  to  Congress.  There  are  at  least  three  advantages  to  this 
approach  First,  tne  program  manager  understands  the  program  structure  and 
tne  relationship  of  that  structure  to  costs  better  than  anyone  else.  That  person 
is,  therefore,  in  the  best  position  to  formulate  alternative  combinations  of 
program  content  end  associated  costs  By  having  the  program  manager  volidats 
the  particular  combination  selected  during  the  resource  allocation  process,  the 
overall  quality  of  those  decisions  will  improve  Second,  if  the  program 
manager  is  involved  in  structuring  the  alternatives  and  validates  the  one  which 
is  selected,  he  or  she  knows  what  is  intended  by  thp  decision  Thnt  is  not 
always  the  cose  todoy.  The  third  advantage  to  this  alternative  is  that  the 
program  manager's  current  estimated  price  at  completion  in  the  status  reports 
is  once  again  the  program  managers  estimate  The  problem  with  this 
alternative  is  that  it  would  be  difficult— though  not  impossible--to  Implement 
The  level  of  activity  during  the  final  weeks  of  budget  preparation  is  one  of  the 
i . .  itrlbuting  factor?,  to  las't  minute  mistakes  in  the  first  place  Adding  another 
task  -program  manager  validation  -could  compound  that  problem  The  impact 
of  implementing  this  procedure  could  be  lessened  by  restric  ting  it  to  programs 
which  have  *o  submit  Selected  Acquisition  Reports  These  programs  tpnd  be 
!ho  nr>oe  which  receive  a  hiqh  degree  of  rongressiona!  and  public  scrutiny  !r> 


fact,  it  is  the  need  for  consistency  in  the  information  released  about  them 
which  drives  the  linkage  On  balance,  the  improvement  in  decision  making 
throughout  the  planning  phase  would  seem  to  justify  an  additional  task  at  the 
end  of  that  process— especially  if  the  extra  activity  is  restricted  to 
high-visibility  programs 


EFFICIENCY  ISSUES 

The  procedures  used  in  the  status  reporting  process  evolved  in  a  period 
when  the  Selected  Acquisition  Report  was  the  only  report  and  fewer  programs 
were  involved.  Data  redundancy  was  not  an  issue.  Labor  intensity  and 
complexity  were  issues,  but  the  number  of  programs  was  small  enough  {not  a 
few  experts  could  serve  as  'personal  advisors'  to  the  action  officers  who 
prepared  the  reports.  When  this  was  no  longer  true  (1963),  HQ  AFSC  developed 
a  centralized,  automated  support  system.  It  not  only  incorporated  some  of  the 
more  complex  calulotions,  but  it  further  standardized  the  report  itself.  More 
recently  (1984),  Congress  agreed  that  quarterly  Selected  Acquisition  Reports 
would  no  longer  be  required  for  small  changes  in  performance,  schedule,  or 
costs  Finally,  as  mentioned  earlier,  OSD  rewrote  the  Selected  Acquisition 
Report  directive  to  simplify  the  report  But  the  basic  procedures  remain  the 
same  That  is,  each  program  office  prepares  each  report  and  participates 
directly  in  the  review  process.  What  follows  is  a  proposal  which  addresses 
both  procedures  and  data  redundancy. 

The  obvious  approach  to  improving  efficiency  is  to  take  advantage  of  the 
benefits  offered  by  automation.  AFSC  demonstrated  the  feasibility  of  such  an 
approach  when  they  automated  Selected  Acquisition  Report  preparation.  The 
system  which  was  implemented,  while  not  without  some  technical  difficulties, 
did  what  it  was  designed  to  do;  it  generated  a  report— the  Selected  Acquisition 
Report.  Data  management  consisted  of  "release  protocols'  among 
organizational  levels  in  the  hierarchy.  Specifically,  the  system  was  'opened 
to  program  offices  a  few  weeks  before  Selected  Acquisition  Reports  were  due 
As  each  Selected  Acquisition  Report  was  completed  (including  approval  by  the 
program  manager  ond  Product  Division  Commander),  control  passed  to  HQ  AFSC. 
This  was,  in  effect,  the  Selected  Acquisition  Report  submission.  Control 
passed  to  HQ  USAF  of  ter  the  HQ  AFSC  review  ond  coordination  process  was 
completed.  Copies  of  the  reports  could  be  generated  at  anu  point  in  this  cycle 
The  prescribed  Selected  Acquisition  Report  formats— and,  within  those,  the 
algorithms— drove  the  system.  That  is,  the  system  was  o  report 
aenerotor--not  o  date  management  mechanism.  The  first  problem  with 
this  approach  has  already  been  encountered  System  obsolescence  occurs  when 
formats  change  even  if  the  basic  data  relatfonshlps  remain  the  same  The 
existing  system,  for  example,  became  obsolete  the  day  the  revised  DoD 
Selected  Acquisition  Report  directive  was  published.  A  more  fundamental 
problem  with  this  design  philosophy  is  that  it  does  nothing  to  reduce  data  or 
procedural  redundancy.  AFSC  is  currently  redesigning  the  system  to 
accommodate  such  requirements  and  changes.  This  effort  includes  designing 
software  to  prepare  Defense  Acquisition  Executive  Summaries.  (13:—)  A 
design  philosophy  which  reflects  the  importance  of  information  management 
within  the  context  of  status  reporting  would  reduce  data  redundancy  and  could 
reduce  procedural  redundancy 


if  the  objective  is  to  improve  infanminor-  u.-  .’■■*  ■ 

tasks  are  to  define  the  data  elements,  identify  toe  relationships  among  them 
and  specify  the  ownership  of  each  A  single  (probably  relational)  data  base 
could  then  De  constructed  in  which  each  data  element  appears  only  once  in  Ure 
case  of  status  reporting,  many  of  the  relationships  (linkages)  consist  of  the 
seme  information  appearing  in  several  reports  Recall  that  one  of  the  fur.c  'n  -' 
of  the  review  process  is  to  insure  that  this.  In  fact,  happens.  The  remalmnc 
relationships  can  be  specified  using  standard  algorithms  many  of  which  have 
already  been  developed  for  Selected  Acquisition  Reports  She  protocols  m 
system  such  as  this  would  consist  of  specifying  who,  based  on  ownership., 
could  change  each  data  element  si  sny  time.  Contrast  this  with  the  protocols 
in  the  automated  Selected  Acquisition  Resort  system  which  specify  when  tb: 
ability  to  change  oil  elements  passes  to  each  organizational  entity.  Te 
illustrate  what  this  design  philosophy  entails  and  some  ot  the  advantages, 
consider  the  following  examples 

The  first  example  is  the  treatment  of  contractor  performance  information 
This  information  appears  in  every  status  report  but  would  appear  only  once  in 
the  proposed  status  reporting  data  base  More  importantly,  cnlu  the'program 
manager  'owns1'  this  data,  therefore,  oniy  the  program  manager  should  have  the 


ability  to  change  it  Currently,  this  is  not  the  case.  Another  example  is  the 
cost  to  execute  the  directed  program.  There  is  no  way  to  show  the  program 
managers  cost  estimate  at  all  in  the  Selected  Acquisition  and  Unit  Cost 
Reports.  At  least  one  program  manager  does  use  the  Defense  Acquisition 
Executive  Summary  to  compare  his  cost  estimate  to  the  approved  funding 
(Appendix  D)  To  see  the  importance  of  making  this  kind  c»  comparison  a 
feature  of  the  system,  consider  the  example  provided  by  funding  (vice  cost)  and 
quantity  information 

Again,  this  information  appears  in  every  status  report  -explicity  in  the 
Selected  Acquisition  Report  end  Defense  Acquisition  Executive  Summary  and 
implicitly  in  unit  cost  reporting- -but  need  appear  in  the  data  base  only  onc«* 
This  Information,  however,  does  not  belong  to  the  program  manager  in  (not  o? 
or  she  does  not  make  the  final  decision  on  whet  eith  r  will  be.  Why  not  specify 
that  data  ownership  be  outside  the  program  office?  The  organizational 
network  for  doing  this  already  exists.  Every  major  program  has  a  program 
element  monitor  et  HQ  USAF  The  program  element  monitor  would  hr; 
responsible  for  *;?  funding  and  associated  quantity  date,  and  OTiy  --o  rroqrwn 
eiement  monitor  would  be  allowed  to  change  loose  data  element  m  the  dei-q 
base  Two  Immediate  benefits  would  accrue  Hr??,  the  sle* ts  report  brj 

Broca ss  itself  would  be  improved  by  acceiei  a*1ng  the  mformaho"  flow  Today, 
Q  USAF  send®  the  quantity  and  funding  ’rfot motion  which  murt  *.:*  used  f«> 
status  ratals  f:  Af-SC  in  a  message  The  messeqe  is  typical  I Jobs  be;  ause  U 
usually  includes  most  (all,  if  possible)  of  the" Selected  Acquisition  Report 
programs,  making  coordination  a  lengthy  process  Further,  the  information  s 
not  avoilab’n  when  required  for  some  programs  because  of  last  minute 
decisions.  Thp  procedure  suggested  here  would  uncouple  the  information  on 
routine  pr.-jqr  arcs  fr-nns  that  "on  'rom-  rpm  ,ne'  programs  and  af'wlgrnt.p  n>‘> 
tnformotimV  flow  for  i he  routine  ones  The  second  tenet  it  is  actually  on 
expans’-ar  of  the  firs?  A  mechanism  which  accelerates  the  flow  o1  'ending" and 
quantify  'Tatmtitvsn  e?  ’te  end  nf  l  hr  resou're  aHocatior  process  (!  ms  lint's 
fJudqe?  '^.’Tmiss'on)  could  also  be  used  to  accelerate  the  flow  of 
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Information  throughout  the  process.  Further  if  quontitu/f unding  information 
(owned  and  updated  by  HQ  USAF)  and  quantfty/cost  Information  (owned  and 
updated  bu  the  program  manager)  were  in  the  same  data  base,  the  players  could 
converge  toward  the  validated  program  content/funding  'match'  mentioned 
earlier  That  is,  a  system  specifically  designed  to  manage  information 
ultimately  leads  to  better-informed  decisions 

Once  the  integrated  data  base  is  designed  and  the  ownership/procedural 
issues  ore  resolved,  oil  thot  remains  is  data  retrieval  (to  include  report 
generation).  Note  that  producing  Selected  Acquisition  Reports,  Defense 
Acquisition  Executive  Summaries,  and  Unit  Cost  Reports  ore  natural  outgrowths 
of  managing  the  flow  of  status  information.  In  fact,  focusing  on  managing  the 
information  vice  producing  the  reports  presents  further  opportunities  for 
streamlining  the  overall  status  reporting  process.  Recall  that  every  report  is 
produced  bu  the  program  office  and  goes  though  essentially  the  same  review 
and  approval  sequence.  An  alternative  to  this,  given  an  integrated  data  base,  is 
to  have  the  program  office  generate  a  single  report— one  which  encompasses 
every  data  element.  This  report  would  be  the  vehicle  used  to  obtain  the 
program  managers  validation  of  the  information  prior  to  the  review  and 
approval  cycle  This  same  report  would  then  be  the  subject  of  the  review  and 
approval  cycle  itself.  Its  approval  would  signify  thot  the  information  in  the 
data  base  is  valid,  and  the  Selected  Acquisition  Reports,  Defense  Acquisition 
Executive  Summaries,  and  Unit  Cost  Reports  could  be  centrally  produced.  The 
process  would  be  more  efficient  by  virtue  of  the  fact  that  each  piece  of 
information  would  be  reviewed  only  once.  The  quality  of  the  information  which 
the  Air  Force  submits  to  OSD  and  Congress  would  be  Improved  because  the 
possibility  of  inconsistency  among  the  reports  would  be  removed. 


SUMMARY 

The  discrete  proposals  presented  in  this  report  were  categorized  as  being 
related  to  either  quality  of  information"  or  "efficiency'  issues  Clearly,  this 
is  an  artificial  distinction  The  proposal  for  improving  the  overall  efficiency 
encompasses  the  'supply  function'  Issues  which  were  highlighted  throughout 
the  report.  Equally  obvious  is  the  fact  that,  because  the  acquisition  process 
and  the  resource  oflocotlon  process  interact,  the  issues  are  not  confined  to  the 
status  reporting  arena— nor  were  the  proposals.  They  were  segregated  to 
reinforce  the  notion  thot  status  reporting  systems  exist  to  improve  the  quality 
of  decisions  by  improving  the  quality  of  information  provided  to  decision 
makers.  The  quality  of  information  issues  were  then  woven  back  Into  the 
efficiency  issue  to  emphasize  the  fact  that  quality  is  the  driving  factor— not 
efficiency.  Automating  reports  will  improve  efficiency;  managing  information 
will  improve  the  process 
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UNIT  COST  REPORT 
PROGRAM:  Navstar  GPS 


2.  Contractor:  Rockwell  International/Col  1  ins  Type:  FPIF 
Contract  Title:  User  Equipment  FSD 
Contract  Number:  F04701-79-C-0083 
Contractor's  Estimated  Price  at  Completion:  $87. 7M 
Actual  Cost  of  Work  Performed  (ACWP)  to  Date:  $83. 3M 

Variances: 


(a) 

Baseline  SAR  Values 
(31  Oct  82) 


(b)  (c) 

Values  as  of  Last  UCER  Current  Values 
_  (31  Jul  84) 


(c-a) 

Change 


(c-b) 

Change 


CV  $-11.3  -22.92 

SV  $-4.3  -8.02 


N/A  N/A  $-15.2  -22.32  $-3.9  +0.62  N/A  N/A 

N/A  N/A  $-2.0  -2.92  $+2.3  +5.12  N/A  N/A 


Cost  Variance: 

The  functional  category  of  engineering  is  primarily  responsible  for  the  low 
cost  efficiency  cumulative  negative  cost  variance. 


Impact  to  program:  Contract  will  go  over  ceiling;  however.  Government 
liability  Is  limited  to  celling.  No  Increase  in  funds  required. 

Schedule  Variance: 


Schedule  variance  Improved.  The  schedule  efficiency  was  favorably  affected 
by  the  final  performance  claim  on  several  of  the  Antenna  Component  cost 
accounts . 

Impact  to  Program:  None 

3.  Contractor:  Magnavox  Type:  FPIF 
Contract  Title:  User  Equipment  FSD 
Contract  Number:  F04701-79-C-0085 
Contractor's  Estimated  Price  at  Completion:  $83. 4M 
Actual  Cost  of  Work  Performed  (ACWP)  to  Date:  $93. 2M 

Variances : 


(a) 

Baseline  SAR  Values 
(31  Oct  82) 


(b)  (c) 

Values  as  of  Last  UCER  Current  Values 
_  (31  Jul  84) 


(c-a) 

Change 


(c-b) 

Change 


CV  $-0.4  -0.72 

SV  $-1.3  -2.12 


N/A  N/A 
N/A  N/A 


$-7.8  -9.12  $-7.4  -8.42  N/A  N/A 

$-3.0  -3.52  $-1.7  -1.42  N/A  N/A 
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UNIT  COST  REPORT 


REPORT  AS  OF:  30  Sep  P<- 


PROGRAM:  Navstar  GPS 


C.  UNIT  COST  CHANGES 


None. 

D.  TECHNICAL  AND/OR  SCHEDULE  CHANGES 


None. 

E.  CONTRACT  INFORMATION  (DOLLARS  IN  MILLIONS) 

1.  Contractor:  Rockwell  International/Seal  Beach  Type:  FPIF 
Contract  Title:  QTV  Satellite  12 
Contract  Number:  F04701 -78-C-0153 
Contractor's  Estimated  Price  at  Completion:  $164. OM 
Actual  Cost  of  Work  Performed  (ACWP)  to  Date:  $136. 9M 

Variances : 

(a)  (b)  (c)  (c-a)  (c-b) 

Baseline  SAR  Values  Values  as  of  Last  UCER  Current  Values 

(31  Oct  82) _ _ _  (31  Jul  84)  Change  Change 

CV  $-7.7  -12.2*  N/A  N/A  $-22.5  -19.7%  $-14.8  -7.5?  N/A  N / A 

SV  $-4.7  -6.9%  N/A  N/A  $-3.3  -2.9%  $+1.4  +4.0%  N/A  N/A 

CV  =  Cumulative  Cost  Variance  SV  =  Cumulative  Schedule  Variance 
(+)  =  Favorable  (-)  =  Unfavorable 

Cost  Variance: 


The  cumulative  cost  variance  of  ($22. 5M)  is  primarily  due  to  the  late  ho 
deliveries  from  Autonetic  Strategic  Systems  Division  (ASSD)  and  the 
rescheduling  of  vehicle  acceptance  testing  milestones  caused  by  those  l?+e 
box  deliveries. 

Impact  to  program:  Contract  will  go  to  ceiling.  Contract  is  funded  to 
celling  so  no  increase  In  funding  is  required. 

Schedule  Va r 1  a n c e : 

The  cumulative  schedule  variance  of  ($3.3M)  is  primarily  due  to  the  late 
delivery  of  the  ASSD  boxes  (approximately  10  months  late). 

Impact  to  program:  None. 
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REPORT  AS  OF:  30  Sep  84 


UNIT  COST  REPORT 
PROGRAM:  Navstar  GPS 


PROGRAM  ACQUISITION  UNIT  COSTS  (DOLLARS  IN  MILLIONS] 


Total  Quantity 

Total  Cost  In  Then-Year  $ 

Program  Unit  Cost  In  Then-Year  $ 


31  Dec  82 
Basel  1 ne 

40 

2,481.9 

62.0 


Current 

Estimate 

40 

2,585.1 

64.6 


Current. 

Change 


0 

+103.2 

+2.6 


Then-Year  $  Percentage  Change  In  Unit  Cost  +4.19% 


Total  Cost  In  Constant  FY79  $ 

Program  Unit  Cost  In  Constant  FY79  $ 


1,667.6  1,772.2  +104.6 

41.7  44.3  +2.6 


Constant  FY79  $  Percentage  Change  In  Unit  Cost  +6.23% 


CURRENT  FY84  PROCUREMENT  UNIT  COSTS  (DOLLARS  IN  MILLIONS] 


31  Dec  82 

Current 

Current 

Baseline 

Estimate 

Change 

FY84  Procurement  Quantity 

1 

1 

0 

FY84  Procurement 

Cost  in 

Then-Year  $ 

238.6 

256.1 

+  17.5 

Less  Adv  Proc 

205.2 

217.6 

-12.4 

Plus  Adv  Proc 

4.3 

4.7 

+0.4 

TOTAL 

37.7 

43.2 

+5.5 

Procurement  Unit 

Cost  in  Then-Year  $ 

37.7 

43.2 

+5.5 

- 

Then-Year  $ 

Percentage  Change 

In  Unit 

Cost  +14.59% 

FY84  Procurement 

Cost  In 

Constant  FY79  $ 

142.7 

153.2 

+  10.5 

Less  Adv  Proc 

122.7 

130.1 

-7.4 

Plus  Adv  Proc 

2.7 

3.0 

+0.3 

total 

22.7 

26.1 

+  3.4 

Procurement  Unit 

Cost  in  Constant  F Y 7 9 

S  22.7 

26.1 

+  3.4 

Constant  FY79  $ 

Percentage  Change 

In  Unit 

Cost  +14.98% 
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7  0  0  0.3  ( A 1 1  1  to  H  n  c  L  -,  j 

(CLASSIFICATION)  SFX-100A,  December  31,  1984 

ADDENDUM  (FOR  DoD  USE  ONLY) 


1 3 .  Cost -Quant i ty  Information : 

a.  Baseline  (Type) - - Deve lopment  Estimate 

b.  End  1  tem- -Spacef  r  ame  /When  applicable,  baseline  cost-quantity 
information  should  be  reported  for  each  major  end  item  nfequipnient  represented  > 

c.  Cos t -Quant i ty  Relationship  (Type) - -Log-Linear  Cumulative 

Average 

d.  First  Unit  Cost --$150  million 

e.  Slope- -  8  5  3 ,  B  =  -0.231465 

f.  Tabular  Da t a  -  -  Space f r ame  costs  are  based  on  the  same 

cos t - quant 1 1 y  relationship  as  the  R5D  prototypes,  except  that 
the  calculation  assumes  three  rather  than  four  prototype 
units  to  account  for  the  effects  of  the  production  break 
between  RSD  and  production. 


Fiscal 

Year 

Quant i t  y 

Flyaway  Cost  (BY  $  in  Millions) 

Plot  Point 
(X-Axis) 

Nonrecurring* 

Recurr ing 

1987 

10 

N/A 

720  9 

10 

1988 

20 

N/A 

1111.9 

30 

1989 

40 

N/A 

1823  8 

70 

1990 

40 

N/A 

1590.6 

1 10 

1991 

40 

N/A 

1460.9 

150 

Total 

150 

N/A 

6708.1 

N/A 

'Although  not  shown  in  this  example,  most  programs  will  contain  nonrecurring  flyaway 
costs. such  as  rate  tooling 
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'  ■> .  Contract,  Infornat  ton  :  (Dollars  in  Millions) 

A .  r?  0  T  ‘s  E 

Sp ,a_c ef  r  jme j 

Space  Vehicle  Co.,  Star  City,  CA, 

F99000-82-I-S5S5  ,  FP1F, 

July  i  ,  L  9  S  2 


Schedule  V  a  r i a  nee 
~T-  3  5.0 
$-37  .0 

T-  2  . 0 

Explunat  ion  of  Change:  The  Space  Vehicle  Company’s  unfavorable 
cost  .  i  r  :  r,  c  •>  is  me  to  increased  tooling  costs  because  of  a  change  i  r. 
r  F  ■  ■  ,  ;i  '..Is  necessarv  to  build  the  vehicle,  increased  over  beau 

is  a  :  •:  s  u  1  t  f  a  loss  i  n  the  commercial  business  base,  and  increased 
n  g  i:  e  -  :  o  g  ie->ig:i  costs  due  to  unanticipated  problems  in  the  design 
phase  of  the  wing  configuration.  The  unfavorable  schedule  variance  is 
due  to  the  late  start  of  sheet  metal  and  conventional  machine  tool 
fabrication  relating  to  engineering  CDR  requirements.  The  schedule 
variance  has  no  impact  on  the  contract.  The  program  manager's 
assessment  remuns  at  the  ceiling  price  and  is  within  approved  funding. 


Cost  Variance 

Previous  Cumulative  Variances  $-50.0 

Cumu  l  a  r  *  v e  V a  ;  :  a c e s  ro  Date  f  1 1/30/84)  $-55.0 

V-t  Chang  e  $-5.0 


Current  Contract  PM  ’  s  Est  Price 

Parget  Price  Q  t  y  At  Completion 

$2300.0  4.0  $2600.0 


Current  Contract  P M’s  Est  Price 

E  ng  i_ne  :  Target  Price  Qt  v  .  At  Comp  let  ion 

Space  Engine  Co.,  Space  City,  CA , 

r  9  9  0  0  0  -  8  2  -  Z  -  5  5  5  6  ,  FPIF,  $8  24.0  24.0  $902.0 

Jalv  l,  1982 

Cost  Variance  Schedule  Variance 

Previous  Cumulative  Variances  $-3.4  $-24.0 

Cumulative  Variances  To  Date  (  1  1/30/84)  S  -  4 . 0  $-28.0 

Net  Change  $  -  06  $  -  4  . 0 

Explanation  of  Change:  Late  delivery  of  hardware  items  has  caused 
an  unfavorable  schedule  variance  at  Space  Engine  Company.  Receipt  of 
hardware  and  operation  of  the  core  engine  rig  are  expected  to  improve 
the  overall  schedule  position.  Cost  variance  is  not  significant.  The 
program  manager's  assessment  remains  at  the  ceiling  price  due  to 
technical  risk,  and  is  within  approved  funding. 
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< CLASSIFICATION ) 


SFX-100A,  December  31,  1984 


10 .  Cost  Variance  Analysis  (Cont'd) : 


(Dollars  in  Millions) 


Base-Year  $ 

Then-Year  $ 

o  Engineering  changes  applicable 
to  10  starfighters  since  baseline. 
(Engineering) 

(-13.8) 

(-26.2) 

o  Estimating  changes  applicable  to  (-20.8) 

10  aircraft  since  baseline.  (Schedule) 

(-39.  S) 

o  Initial  spares  for  deleted  10 
starfighters.  (Support) 

(-28.4) 

o 

ur> 

i 

Schedule  acceleration  from  35  to 

10  starfighters  per  year  to  meet 
earlier  IOC.  (Schedule) 

“  - 

-127.2 

(3)  M1LC0N 

Revised  Jan  85  economic  escalation 

N/A 

*■  4  .  3 

rates.  (Economic) 


c.  References- -SDDM,  dated  January  30,  1982,  subject  "SFX-99A  Full- 
Scale  Development  Approval." 


1 1 .  Program  Acquisition  Unit  Cost  (PAUC)  History: 

a.  Initial  SAR  Estimate  to  Current  Baseline  Estimate 


PAUC 
(Initial 
SAR  Est) 

Changes  (Then-Year  Dollars  in  Millions) 

PAUC 

(Dev 

Estimate) 

Econ 

Qty 

Sch 

Eng 

Est 

Spt 

Other 

Total 

104.0 

+  18.1 

- 

+  4.1 

WSM 

+  3.1 

+  3.0 

+  1.3 

+  34.9 

138.9 

b.  Current  Baseline  Estimate  to  Current  Estimate 


PAUC 

(Dev 

Estimate) 

Changes  (Then-Year  Dollars  in  Millions) 

PAUC 

(Current 

Estimate) 

Econ 

Qty  Sch 

Spt 

Other 

Total 

1 38  9 

■SB 

BO 

+  0  8 

- 

+  16  5 

155  4 

CLASSIFICATION) 
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1 0 .  Co3t  Variance  Analysis  (Cont'd) : 

(FY  1984  Constant  Dollars  (Base  Year)  in 


imon: 


RDT&E 

PROC 

MILCON 

total 

Development  Estimate 

3200.0 

1 1751.4 

250.0 

Previous  Changes: 

Quantity 

- 

+  1024  6 

- 

+  1024 f 

Schedule 

'  +5.0 

- 

- 

+  50 

Engineering 

+  11.3 

+  296.2 

+  50  0 

+  357  3 

Estimating 

-2  7 

+  443.7 

- 

+  441  0 

Other 

+  0  9 

- 

- 

+  09 

Support 

- 

+  70  5 

+  105  5 

Subtotal 

+  14  5 

+  1835.0 

■HUB 

+  1934 5 

Current  Changes 

Quantity 

- 

-511  3 

- 

-51  1  3 

Schedule 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Engineering 

- 

-13  8 

- 

-13  8 

Estimating 

+  16.0 

-20.8 

- 

-4  8 

Other 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Support 

- 

-28.4 

- 

-28  4 

Subtotal 

+  16.0 

-574.3 

- 

-558  3 

Total  Changes 

+  30.5 

+  1260.7 

+  85  0 

+  1376  2 

swaaRniiwng** 

3230.5 

13012.1 

335  0 

16577  6 

b.  Current  Change  E  xp  lanat  ions  -  -t  Tabulate  SAR  variance  categories  and 
associated  base  vear  and  then-year  costs  under  a  specific  reason  for  change,  such  as 
congressional  actions  and  threat  changes.) 


fl)  RDTSE 

(Dollars 
Base-Year  $ 

in  Millions) 
Then-Year  J 

Revised  Jan  85 
rates .  (Economic) 

economic  escalation 

N/A 

+  3  Cl 

Congressional  direction  to  demon- 
srrate  low  altitude  attack  capabil¬ 
ity.  (Estimating) 

+  16.0 

+ 1 S  .  5 

(2)  Procurement 

Revised  Jan  35 
rates .  ( Econom ic ) 

economic  escalation 

N/A 

+  20-.  4 

Reduction  of  1 
starfighter  wing 

wmg  to  meet  revised 
force  st  ructure  . 

-574.3 

!  4  ! 

■>  0  r  i  e  i  ?  n  ■  > 

■ .Qua n  t  i  t  v  ) 

*'  10  s  t  a  r  f  i  gh  t  e  r  s  . 

'  -  S  1  1  .  3  1 
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' CLASSIFICATION )  SFX-100A,  December  31,  1984 

l.  Program  Acquisition/Current  Procurement  Unit  Cost  Summary : (Cur ren t 
(Then-Year)  Dollars  in  Millions) 


Current 

Year 

Budget  Year 

SAR  Current 

UCR  Baseline 

UCR  Baseline 

Es  t  ima  te 

Es  t  imate 

Est imate 

Program  Acquisition-- 

( 1 )  Cost 

2  5483  .  3 

23004.9 

25483.3 

( 2 )  Quant  i  ty 

164 

154 

164 

(  3 )  Unit  Cost 

155.4 

149.4 

155.4 

Current  Procurement-- 

(FY  1985) 

(FY  1985) 

(FY  1986) 

(  1 )  Cost 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

Less  CY  Adv  Proc 

N  /  A 

N/A 

N/A 

Plus  P  Y  Adv  Proc 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

\e  t  To  t  a  l 

N/A 

n7a 

nTa 

( 2 )  Quant  1 1  y 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

(3)  Unit  Cost 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

0 .  Cost  Variance  Analy3i3: 

a.  Summary--( Current  (Then-Year)  DolLars  in  Millions) 


RDT&E 

PROC 

MILCON 

TOTAL 

Development  Estimate 

3479.7 

17569  0 

340.1 

21388  8 

Previous  Changes 

Economic 

-i-  13  2 

+  374.8 

+  6  8 

+  394.8 

Quantity 

- 

+  1935.1 

- 

+  1935  1 

Schedule 

+  17  9 

+  1203.0 

+  21.4 

+  1242.3 

Engineering 

+  12.3 

+  495.2 

+  73.6 

+  581.1 

Estimating 

-2.3 

+  741.8 

- 

+  739.5 

Other 

+  1.3 

- 

- 

+  1.3 

Support 

- 

+  124.7 

+  52  8 

+  177.5 

Subtotal 

+  42.4 

+  4874.6 

+  1 54  6 

+  5071.6 

Current  Changes: 

Economic 

+  3.0 

+  205.8 

+  4.3 

+  213.1 

Quant,  ty 

- 

-964.9 

-964  9 

Schedule 

- 

-127  2 

-127  2 

Engineering 

- 

26  2 

26  2 

Estimating 

+  18  5 

-39  5 

•21  0 

Other 

- 

- 

- 

Support 

- 

-50  9 

50  9 

Subtotal 

♦•215 

1002  9 

-  4  3 

977  1 

Total  Changes 

-  63  9 

-  3871  7 

r  158  9 

+ 4094  5 

Current  Estimate 

354  3  6 

2  1440  7 

499  0 

25483  3 
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CLASSIFICATION)  SFX-100A,  December  31,  198  4 

7.  Techn ica 1/Operat ional  Characteristics: 


Deve lopment 

Demons  t  rated 

Current 

3 .  Technical 

Es  t ima  t  e 

Pe  r  formance 

Estimate 

Maintainability 

(Manhours/Flying  Hr) 

3.0 

N/A 

3.0 

Full  Mission  Capable  Rate  ($)  85 

N/A 

85 

Sustained  Load  Factor  9 

b .  Ope  ra  t lona  l 

75K  Ft  4.0 

N/A 

4  .0 

Takeoff  Climb  Gradient 

(Single  Engine,  % ) 

5.0 

N/A 

5 . 0 

Rate  of  Climb  f  10 OK  Ft 

(FPM)  4000 

N/A 

390  0  (Ch  -  1  ) 

Speed  9  1 0 0 K  Ft  (Knots) 

3500 

N/A 

3400  (Ch-  2 ) 

c.  Explanation  of  Changes--(Ch-l)  CDR  was  completed  in  Dec  84. 

Model  calculations  have  concluded  that  the  rate  of  climb  has  degraded 
because  air  vehicle  gross  weight  has  increased  by  1000  pounds. 

(Ch -  2 )  Same  as  Ch  -  1  . 

d.  References  -SDDM,  dated  January  30,  1982,  subject  "SFX-99A  Full- 
°~ale  Development  Approval." 


Program  Acquisition  Cost:  (Current  Estimate  in  Millions  of  Dollars) 


Fiscal  Year 

Quant i t  y 

FY  1984 
Constant 

Current 

Esca  lat ion 

Period 

(Base- Year) $ 

(Then- Year) $ 

Rate  ($) 

Appropriation:  RDT5E 


Cu r r en t 8 P r i o r  Years 

- 

2078  1 

2166.8 

N/A 

.Budget  Year  (1986) 

- 

794  4 

927  9 

4  6 

Balance  of  FYDP 

- 

358  0 

448  9 

N/A 

(1)87) 

- 

(328.0) 

(409.0) 

4  3 

1  1988  ) 

- 

(30  0) 

(39  9) 

4  0 

1 1989) 

- 

- 

- 

- 

1  990  ) 

- 

- 

- 

- 

3  ilance  to  Complete 

- 

- 

- 

N/A 

-  ut'  r  :  t  i  1 

40 

32  30  5 

3543  6 

N  A 
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^  Program  Highlights  (Since  Last  Report):  The  critical  design  review 
)Rl  for  the  spacef  rame  has  slipped  3  months  from  September  to  December 
^84  because  anticipated  engineering  data  was  delayed  due  to  design 
problem^  i n vo l v i ng ‘ t he  space  engine  thrust  ratios.  This  will  result  in 
a  3- month  delay  in  the  DSARC  1 1 1 A  milestone  and  in  attaining  first 
flight  of  the  full-scale  development  (FSD)  hardware.  No  impact  cn  the 
initial  operating  capability  (IOC)  is  expected. 

During  this  period,  source  selection  for  the  space  avionics  repair 
shop  was  completed.  Space  Vehicle  Company  was  awarded  a  fixed  price 
incentive  firm  contract  on  October  19,  1984. 

SF<-100A  operational  test  and  evaluation  (OTSE)  is  in  the  planning 
phase.  Active  testing  will  begin  with  delivery  of  the  third  R5D  mode!, 
the  primary  avionics  test  bed.  Test  and  evaluation  accomplishments  thus 
far  have  provided  limited  data  applicable  to  0T5E  suitability 

b  j  e  c  t  i  v  e  s  . 

The  5FX-10DA  system  is  expected  to  satify  the  mission  requirement. 


6 .  Schedu le : 

a.  Milestones 


Development  Current 

Estimate  Estimate 


Program  Init  iated 

Jun 

77 

Jun 

77 

DSARC  I 

Oct 

78 

Oct 

78 

DSARC  rr 

Jan 

82 

Jan 

82 

FSD  Contract  Award 

Mar 

82 

Ma  r 

82 

Critical  Design  Review 

Sep 

84 

Dec 

84 

First  Flight  (FSD  Hardware) 

Oct 

85 

Jan 

85 

DSARC  1 1 1 A  (Limited  Prod) 

Jan 

85 

Apr 

85 

First  Prod  S/C  Delivery 

Sep 

87 

Sep 

87 

DSARC  IIIB  (Full  Rate  Prod) 

Oct 

86 

Oct 

87 

IOC  (1st  Wing  Deployed) 

Dec 

87 

Dec 

87 

b.  Explanation  of  Changes 

(Ch-1)  The  CDR  was  completed  in  Dec  84.  This  delay  was  du 
insufficient  engineering  data  being  available  as  planned. 


(Ch-1) 
(Ch-2) 
(Ch- 3) 


e  t 


(Ch-2)  First  flight  of  the  FSD  hardware  was  rescheduled  to  V t •  83 

because  of  the  delay  in  the  CDR. 


(Cb-3)  DSARC  1 1 1 A  was  rescheduled  to  Mar  35  to  accommodate  the 
Dec  84  rDR  completion. 


c  .  References  -  -SDDM ,  dated  Januarv  30,  198  2,  subject  "5FX 

: .  ale  !'  ■'  ■.  e  1  o  pme  n  t  \  p  p  r  o  a  1  .  " 
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(CLASSIFICATION) 

SELECTED  ACQUISITION  REPORT  (RCS:  DD-COMP(Q&A)823] 

PROGRAM:  (Preferred  Name,  for  example,  SFX-100A) 


AS  OF  DATE: 


(Date  ,  for  examp le , 
December  31,  1984) 


:ndf.x 


SUBJECT 
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Program  Highlights 
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Program  Acquisition  Cost 

Unit  Cost  Summary 

Cost  Variance  Analysis 

Program  Acquisition  Unit  Cost  History 

Contract  Information 


Designation  and  Nomenclature  (Popular  Name):  SFX - 100A/ Advanced 
Starfighter  (Athena) 


DoD  Component:  U.S.  Air  Force 


Responsible  Office  and  Telephone  Number: 


Starfighter  Program  Office 
Aeronautical  Systems  Division 
Wright-Patterson  AFB,  OH 


PM:  Col  B.  Rogers 

Assigned:  June  1 

AUTOVON  555-7827 


1982 


Program  Elements : 

RDT&E :  64999F  ,  64000F6 

PROCUREMENT:  279S9F 
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R  £  PORT  AS  OF:  30  Sep  8* 


UNIT  COST  REPORT 
PROGRAM:  Navstar  GPS 


Cost  Variance: 

Cumulative  negative  cost  variance  Increased.  Unplanned  expenditures  for 
resolution  of  Receiver  Processor  hardware  and  software  deficiencies, 
documentation  for  requirements  of  the  Integrated  Logistics  Support,  and 
resolution  of  Preliminary  Service  Report  Record  field  test  discrepancies 
(Contractor  Deficiency  Reports)  have  contributed  to  the  cost  variance. 

Impact  to  Program:  Contract  has  gone  over  ceiling;  however,  Governmemt 
liability  is  limited  to  celling.  No  increase  in  funds  required. 

Schedule  Variance: 


J 


Cumulative  negative  schedule  variance  Increased.  The  contractor  Is 
presently  concentrating  his  resources  on  supporting  the  field  test  phase  of 
Initial  Operational  Test  and  Evaluation  (IOT&E). 

Impact  to  Program:  The  contractor’s  ability  to  complete  IOT&E  during  the 
current  and  available  test  windows  is  a  continuing  concern  of  the 
government.  The  contractor  has  prioritized  his  efforts  to  ensure  his 
ability  to  demonstrate  maximum  User  Equipment  capabilities  on  the  primary 
and  secondary  host  vehicles. 


F. CONTRACTS  EXCEEDING  THRESHOLDS  (DOLLARS  IN  MILLIONS) 


S 


UNIT  COST  REPORT 
PROGRAM:  PEACEKEEPER 


REPORT  AS  OF:  30  Sep  84 


PROGRAM  ACQUISITION  UNIT  COSTS  (DOLLARS  IN  MILLIONS) 


30  Jun  83 

Current 

Current 

Baseline 

Estimate  1/ 

Change 

Total  Quantity 

243 

24  3 

- 

Total  Cost  in  Then-Year  $ 

21680.2 

21515.7 

(164.5) 

Program  Unit  Co6t  in  Then-Year  $ 

89.2 

88.5 

(0.7) 

Then- Year  $  Percentage  Change 

in 

Unit  Cost 

(0.78) 

Total  Cost  in  Constant  FY  82  $ 

16634.9 

16545.6 

(89.3) 

Program  Unit  Cost  in  Constant  FY 

82  $ 

68.5 

68.1 

(0.4) 

Constant  FY  82  $  Percentage  Change 

in 

Unit  Cost 

(0.58) 

B.  CURRENT  FY  84  PROCUREMENT  UNIT  COSTS 

(DOLLARS  IN  MILLIONS) 

30  Jun  83 

Current 

Current 

Baseline 

Estimate 

Change 

FY  84  Procurement  Quantity 

27 

21 

(6) 

FY  84  Procurement  Cost  in 

Then- Year  $ 

2536.0 

2157.4 

(378.6) 

Less  Adv  Proc 

- 

- 

- 

Plus  Adv  Proc 

- 

- 

- 

TOTAL 

2536.0 

2157.4 

(378.6) 

Procurement  Unit  Cost  in  Then-Year  $ 

93.9 

102.7 

8.8 

Then-Year  $  Percentage  Change 

in 

Unit  Cost 

9.37 

FY  84  Procurement  Cost  in 

Constant  FY  82  $ 

2041.9 

1735.6 

(306.3) 

Less  Adv  Proc 

- 

- 

- 

Plus  Adv  Proc 

- 

- 

- 

TOTAL 

2041.9 

1735.6 

(306.3) 

Procurement  Unit  Cost  in  Constant 

:  FY  82 

$  75.6 

82.6 

7.0 

Constant  FY  82  $  Percentage  Change 

in 

Unit  Cost 

9.26 

C.  UNIT  COST  CHANGES 

Current  changes:  There  have 

been  no 

changes  since 

the  30  Jun  84 

report . 

Previous  changes: 

Program  Acquisition  Unit  Costs  have  decreased  slightly  due  to  reduced  costs  in  the  de 
lopment  and  military  construction  areas. 

Current  FY  84  Procurement  Unit  Costs  have  increased  due  to  the  buy  quantity  reduction 
from  27  to  21  units. 


1/Current  estimate  is  based  on  Peacekeeper  Program  Baseline  (13  Feb  84). 


D.  TECHNICAL  AND/OR  SCHEDULE  CHANGES 

There  have  been  no  changes  since  the  10  Jun  84  report. 

E.  CONTRACT  INFORMATION  (DOLLARS  IN  MILLIONS)  J_/ 

1.  Contractor:  Boeing  TYPE:  CPIF/'AF 

Contract  Title:  Basing  Operational  Support  Equipment 
Contract  Number:  F04704-8 3-C-0047 
Contractor  Estimated  Price  at  Completion:  $578. 1M 


Actual  Cost 
Variances : 

of  Work  Performed  (ACWP) 

to  Date: 

$175. 2M 

(a) 

Baseline  SAR  Values 
As  of  30  Apr  84 

(b) 

Values  as  of  Last  UCF.R 
As  of  N/A 

(c) 

Current  Values 

As  of  31  Jul  84 

(c-a) 

Change 
$  % 

(c-b) 
Change 
$  % 

CV  $  -7.2  -  7.0% 

N/A 

$  -2.6 

-  1.5% 

+4.6  +5.5 

N/A 

SV  $  -9.3  -  8.3% 

N/A 

$  -7.1 

-  4.0% 

+2.2  +4.3 

N/A 

(CV  -  Cumulative 

Cost  Variance)  (SV  - 

Cumulative  Schedule 

Variance ) 

+  -  favorable  -  -  unfavorable 

(Cum  Cost  Variance  -  BCWP  -  ACWP)  (Cost  Variance  %  «  CV  ) 

BCWP 

(Cum  Schedule  Variance  •  BCWP  -  BCWS)  (Schedule  Variance  Z  "  SV  ) 

BCWS 

The  schedule  and  cost  variances  have  improved  due  to  the  completion  of  detailed  planning, 
resulting  in  the  measurement  of  work  performance  at  a  lower  and  more  accurate  work  breakdown 
structure  level. 

2.  Contractor:  Rockwell  International  (Autonetics)  TYPE:  CPIF 

Contract  Title  :  Guidance  and  Control  Follow-on 
Contract  Number:  F04704-82-C-0020 
Contractor  Estimated  Price  at  Completion:  $487. 8M 
Actual  Cost  of  Work  Performed  (ACWP)  to  Date:  $122. 5M 
Variances  : 


(a) 

Baseline  SAR  Values 
As  of  31  May  83 

(b) 

Values  as  of  La3t  UCER 
As  of  N/A 

(c) 

Current  Values 

As  of  31  Jul  84 

(c-a) 

Change 
$  % 

(c-b) 
Change 
$  % 

CV  $  -0.4  -  1.6% 

N/A 

$  +1.5 

+  1.2% 

$  +1.9  +2.8 

N/A 

SV  $  -0.5  -  2.0% 

N/A 

$-13.0 

-  9.5% 

$-12.5  -7.5 

N/A 

The  cost  variance  has  improved  due  to  lower  overhead  rates  and  favorable  year-end  (fiscal) 
adjustments  to  overhead  costs.  The  schedule  variance  has  deteriorated  due  to  late  receipt  of 
missile  electronic  computer  assembly  test  station  and  staging  connector  material,  late 
receipt  of  the  auxiliary  processor  test  station,  rework  problems  with  printed  circuit  boards, 
late  engineering  materials,  late  development  of  the  automated  sample  data  instrumentation 
system,  and  late  development  and  material  deliveries  of  factory  support  equipment. 


52 


3.  Contractor:  Northrop  Electronics  Division  TYPE:  CPIF 

Contract  Title:  Inertial  Measurement  Unit 
Contract  Number:  F04704-83-C-0023 
Contractor  Estimated  Price  at  Completion:  $433. 8M 
Actual  Cost  of  Work  Performed  (ACWP)  to  Date:  $139. OM 
Variances : 


Baseline 
As  of 

(a) 

SAR  Values 

31  Jan  84 

(b) 

Values  as  of  Last  UCER 
As  of  N/A 

(c) 

Current  Values 

As  of  31  Jul  84 

(c-a) 

Change 
$  % 

(c-b) 
Change 
$  % 

CV 

$- 

0.5  -  0.7% 

N/A 

$+  1.8 

+  1.3% 

+  2.3 

+  2.0 

N/A 

SV 

$- 

5.8  -  7.11 

N/A 

$-12.0 

-  7.8% 

-  6.2 

-  0.1 

N/A 

The  cost  variance  has  improved  due  to  favorable  overhead  rates,  circuit  board  assemblies  that 
are  costing  less  than  planned,  lower  costs  of  level  of  effort  tasks  in  support  of  inertial 
measurement  unit  subassembly,  and  accounting  adjustments  related  to  the  implementation  of  a 
new  automated  cost/schedule  data  tracking  system.  The  schedule  variance  has  deteriorated  due 
to  technical  problems  delaying  release  of  engineering  documentation,  part  shortages,  and  a 
large  number  of  engineering  changes  driven  by  manufacturing  process  deficiencies. 


4.  Contractor:  Morton  Thiokol  TYPE:  CPIF 

Contract  Title:  Stage  I,  Follow-on 
Contract  Number:  F04704-83-C-0001 
Contractor  Estimated  Price  at  Completion:  $308. 8M 
Actual  Cost  of  Work  Performed  (ACWP)  to  Date:  $86. 5M 
Variances : 


Baseline 
As  of 

(a) 

SAR  Values 
30  Nov  83 

(b) 

Values  as  of  Last  UCER 
As  of  N/A 

(c) 

Current  Values 

As  of  31  Jul  84 

(c-a) 

Change 
$  % 

(c-b) 
Change 
$  % 

CV 

$+ 

0.7  +  1.9% 

N/A 

$+  4.7 

+  5.2% 

+  4.0 

+  3.3 

N/A 

SV 

$- 

5.2  -12.1% 

N/A 

$-  9.6 

-  9.5% 

-  4.4 

+  2.6 

N/A 

The  improvement  in  cost  variance  is  due  to  underruns  in  support  areas  as  well  as  favorable 
price  variances  in  nozzle  materials  and  case  winding.  The  schedule  variance  has  deteriorated 
reflecting  slow  contract  start  up  and  delays  in  material  receipt  and  subcontract  effort. 


•  v  >  '.■v  rv 


5.  Contractor:  Rockwell  International  (Rocketdyne)  TYPE:  FPIF/CPIF 

Contract  Title:  Stage  IV,  Follow-on 
Contract  Number:  F047 04-83-C-0004 
Contractor  Estimated  Price  at  Completion:  $300. 5M 
Actual  Cost  of  Work  Performed  (ACWP)  to  Date:  $94. 3M 


Baseline 

Variances  : 

(a ) 

SAR  Values 

(b) 

Values  as  of  Last  UCER 

(c) 

Current 

Values 

(c-a) 

Change 

(c-b  ) 
Change 

As  of 

31  Jul  84 

As  of  N/A 

As  of  31 

Jul  84 

N 

</> 

$  % 

CV 

$- 

2.9  -  3.2% 

N/A 

$-  2.9 

-  3.2% 

— 

N/A 

sv 

$- 

6.6  -  6.7% 

N/A 

$-  6.6 

-  6.7 % 

-  - 

N/A 

This  is  the  first  report  on  this  contract.  The  unfavorable  schedule  variance  is  due  to  late 
vendor  deliveries  and  prototype  testing  of  propellant  storage  assemblies  (PSA).  The 
unfavorable  cost  variance  is  due  to  additional  labor  for  quality  assurance  and  manufacturing 
of  the  PSA,  and  additional  fabrication  efforts  on  plexiglass  tank,  tooling,  mockups ,  and 
frames . 


6.  Contractor:  AVCO  TYPE:  FP1F 

Contract  Title:  Reentry  Vehicle  Program 
Contract  Number:  F04704-82-C-0010 
Contractor  Estimated  Price  at  Completion:  $250. 6M 


Actual  Cost  of  Work  Performed  (ACWP) 


Variances : 

(a) 

(b) 

Baseline  SAR  Values 

Values  as  of  Last  UCER 

As  of  31  Jul  84 

As  of  N/A 

CV  $-  5.9  -  4.8% 

N/A 

SV  $-6.0  -  4.7% 

N/A 

o  Date : 

$128. 5M 

(c) 

(c-a) 

(c-b) 

Current  Values 

Change 

Change 

As  of  31  Jul  84 

$  % 

$  % 

$-  5.9 

-  4.8% 

— 

N/A 

$-  6.0 

-  4.7 % 

-  — 

N/A 

This  is  the  first  report  on  this  contract.  The  unfavorable  schedule  variance  is  due  to  the 
late  deliveries  of  composites  and  rear  covers,  rework  of  printed  wiring  boards,  slipped  deli¬ 
veries  of  aft  fairing  heat  shields,  and  late  receipt  of  spin  generators.  The  unfavorable 
cost  variance  is  due  to  higher  manufacturing  overhead  rates,  greater-than-planned  costs  for 
build  up  and  test  of  flight  test  missile  six  instrumented  reentry  vehicles,  antenna  test 
failures,  rework  costs  for  printed  wiring  boards,  and  overruns  for  composite  design  activi¬ 
ties  . 


1/  Top  6  contracts  based  on  Target  Price  as  reported  in  block  8  of  the  Supplemental 
Contractor  Cost  Information  (format  3,  Defense  Acquisition  Executive  Summary) 


F.  CONTRACTS  EXCEEDING  THRESHOLDS  (DOLLARS  IN  MILLIONS) 
None  . 
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USED  FOR  REPORT  IDENTIFICATION,  INDEXING,  AND  SECURITY 
CLASSIFICATION  MARKINGS 


ALLOWS  INDEPENDENT  ASSESSMENT  OF  REALISM  OF  REPORTED  PROGRESS. 
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Navstar  GPS,  Format  1,  page 


DEFENSE  ACQUISITION  EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 

PROGRAM:  Navstar  GPS  AS  OF:  Sep  30,  1984 

PROGRAM  COST  ESTIMATES 
($  in  MILLIONS) 


Independent 

Program  Manager's 

Cost  Estimate 

Cost  Estimate 

Estimate  Date 

821104 

840930 

ROT &E  Constant-FY 

$ 

926.3 

1102.6 

Then-Year 

$ 

1172.5 

1390.1 

Quantity 

12 

12 

Procurement  Constant-FY 

S 

631.8 

665.0 

Then-Year 

$ 

1134.2 

1187.7 

Quanti ty 

28 

28 

MAJOR  END  ITEM  DELIVERIES 


RDTSE 

CUM 

PROCUREMENT 

CUM 

ACTUAL 

CUM 

ACTUAL 

ACTUAL 

CUM 

ACTUAL 

PAST  FYs 

PLANNED 

or  CE 

PLANNED 

or  CE 

PLANNED  or  CE 

PLANNED 

or  CE 

FY78 

3 

3 

3 

3 

FY79 

1 

1 

4 

4 

FY80 

2 

2 

6 

6 

FY8? 

1 

1 

7 

7 

FY83 

1 

1 

8 

8 

CURRENT  FY 

1st  Qtr 

2nd  Qtr 

1 

1 

9 

9 

3rd  Qtr 

4th  Qtr 

1 

1 

10 

10 

NEXT  FY 

1st  Qtr 

2nd  Qtr 

1 

1 

11 

11 

3rd  Qtr 

4th  Qtr 

1 

1 

12 

12 

FUTURE  FYs 

FY86 

7 

7 

7 

7 

F  Y87 

9 

9 

16 

16 

FYSP. 

9 

9 

25 

25 

FYP9 

j 

3 

28 

28 

Navstar  GPS, 

Format  f 

i,  pane 

15. 

DEFENSE  acquisition  executive  summary 


PROGRAM :  Navstar  GPS 


AS  OF:  Sep  30,  1984 


PROGRAM  ASSESSMENT 


INDICATOR  ASSESSMENT 

Overall  System  Performance  S 

Ope*  ati oral /'Techni cal  Characteristics 
Operi  1 1  on  a  ! 


1.  3-0  Position  Accuracy  of  User  Equipment  Spherical 

Error  Probable  (SEP)  S 

0.  Block  II  Satellite  Mean  Mission  Duration  S 

3.  System  Availability  S 

4.  Anti-Jam  Margin  User  Equipment  While  Signal  Tracking  S 

3.  Time  Required  to  Change  Degradation  Level  of  Clear 

Acquisition  Signal  S 

’_ec_hn_i_ca_l 

I.  Expected  Ground  Power  (End  of  Life)  S 

J.  Cesium  Clock  Stability  S 

?.  Time  Transfer  (Universal  Coordinated  Time)  S 

User  Equipment  Reliability  Mean  Time  Between 
Maintenance  S 

F .  User  Equipment  Maintainability  Manhours  to  Repair  S 


■  isior'.  S 

S 


Cost  ■  e  r  f  c  him  r,  M 

•  .rii  F  '■>  a  1  iiii  t  i  o'*  S 

. to -Co:.:  S 

•  o\io  ,  Lear  i  (••.  s  S 

MI 

Mi-:  '.o-  S 


p  ^  ’  p  1  q  f 
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Navstar  GPS,  Format  5,  page  13. 


DEFENSE  ACQUISITION  EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


- pmm  smgule  milestones — 

PROGRAM 

:  Navstar  GPS 

AS  OF: 

Sep  30,  1984 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

Initial 

Current 

Milestones 

Plan 

Estimate 

1. 

PROGRAM  MILESTONES 

a. 

Space  Segment  First  Launch  Ready  Satellite 

0485 

0886 

b. 

Control  Segment  Operational  Control  Segment  (FOC) 

1187 

1187 

c. 

User  Segment  Begin  DT&E/IOT&E 

0183 

0884 

Complete  DT&E/IOT&E 

0883 

1284 

First  Production  Contract  Awards 

0184 

0185 

d. 

Program  DSARC  III 

0983 

0185 

Three  Dimensional  Capability 

1287 

1288 

2. 

RDT&E  CONTRACT  MILESTONES 

a. 

IBM 

F04701-80-C-0011 

Operational  Control  Segment  (FOC) 

1187 

1187 

b. 

Rockwell  International/Collins 

F04701-79-C-0083 

Begin  DT&E/IOT&E 

0183 

0884 

Complete  DT&E/IOT&E 

0883 

1284 

c. 

Magnavox 

F04701-79-C-0085 

Begin  DT&E/IOT&E 

0183 

0884 

Complete  DT&E/IOT&E 

0883 

1284 

3. 

RDT&E  NONCONTRACT  MILESTONES 

dsArC  Ill 

0983 

0185 

4. 

PROCUREMENT  CONTRACT  MILESTONES 

a. 

Rockwell  International 

F04701-83-C-0031 

First  Launch  Ready  Satellite 

0485 

0886 

Three  Dimensional  Capability 

1287 

1288 

5. 

PROCUREMENT  NONCONTRACT  MILESTONES 

First  Production  Contract  Awards 
For  User  Equipment 

0184 

0185 

Navstar  GPS,  Format  4,  page  11. 
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Cost  Variance 


Cumulative  negative  cost  variance  increased.  Unplanned  expenditures  for 
resolution  of  Receiver  Processor  hardware  and  software  deficiencies, 
documentation  for  requirements  of  the  Integrated  Logistics  Support,  and 
resolution  of  Preliminary  Service  Report  Record  field  test  discrepancies 
(Contractor  Deficiency  Reports)  have  contributed  to  the  cost  variance. 

Impact  to  program:  Contract  has  gone  over  ceiling;  however,  Government 
liability  is  limited  to  ceiling.  No  increase  in  funds  required. 

Over  Target  Basel ine: 

A  performance  measurement  baseline  in  excess  of  cost  of  authorized  work  was 
approved  on  24  Sep  82.  This  change  was  approved  by  Mr.  Charles  R.  Willett, 
Contracting  Officer,  Directorate  of  Space  Navigation  Systems  Contracts.  This 
was  the  first  change  to  the  baseline  in  excess  of  target  cost.  The  baseline 
change  involved  adding  budget  to  eliminate  the  cost  variance,  rescheduling  the 
remaining  work  to  eliminate  the  schedule  variance,  and  adding  additional  budget 
to  complete  the  remaining  work.  The  effect  on  the  Cost  Performance  Report  was 
to  eliminate  both  the  existing  cost  and  schedule  variances.  Increase  in  total 
allocated  budget  due  to  S0.6M  ECP  put  on  contract  for  Flexible  Modular  Interface 
and  User  changes  study  effort. 

Significant  Effort  Completion  Data : 

Estimated  date  of  completion  for  I OT&E  slipped  due  to  technical  problems: 
Contractors  underscoped  complexity  of  effort;  hardware/sof tware  development  and 
integration  problems;  inplant/field  testing,  support  equipment,  and 
documentation  delays. 

Program  Manager's  E st  in.u ted  Cost : 

LAC  increased  due  to  an  evaluation  by  the  Project  Office  working  with  the  DCAS 
contract  monitor  based  on  the  contractor's  prior  cumulative  efficiency  index. 

Estimated  Completion  Date : 

Contract  Mod  extends  contract. 

NOTE:  Formulas  tor  converting  cost  performance  data  to  price  performance  data 
are 


Cum 

BPWP 

APWP 

AIXp 

X  BCWP 

Cun: 

BPWS 

APWP 

ACTTn 

V  BCWS 

iioic.Yi  luciNTtr'ICAViON 


PROGRAM 

J.  IDENTIFICATION 

3.  PROCRAM  PHASE 

User  Equipment  FSD 

TOTAL  QTY  55 

DEV  X 

Navstar  Global  Positioning  System 

DELIVERED  QTY 

PROD 

CONTRACT  INFORMATION 


.CONTRACTOR  ( NAME  AND  LOCATION) 

Magnavox  Government  &  Industrial  Electronics  Co. 
Torrance,  CA 

fl.  NEGOTIATED  COST 

$69. 0M 

•.  WORK.  START  DATE 

(YYMMDD) 

790720 

7.  AUTHORIZED, 

UNPRICED  WORK 

0 

10.  SIC  EFF  COMPL  DATE 
(YYMMDD) 

841231 

x. CONTRACT  NUMBER 

3.B.  DEnN  DATE 

(YYMMDD) 

5x.CONTRACT 

TYPE 

8.  TARGET  PRICE  5M 

790720 

FPIF 

CEILING  PRICE  jg3  ^ 

PERFORMANCE  DATA 


LEAVE  BLANK 

11.  REPORT  DATE 

(YYMMDD) 

840731 

13.  SOURCE 
CPR  _ 
C/SSR  _ 
OTHER _ 

DOCUMENT 

X 

13.  VERIFICATION  OF  DATA 

REVIEW  TYPEC/SCS  Surveillance 

REVIEW  DATE  840528 

i.  BCWS 

15.  BCWP 

18.  ACWP 

17.  MR 

18.CONTR 

19.  TOTAL 

20.  CONTR 

21.  PM'. 

72.  EST 

budget 

allocated 

EST  COST 

EST  COST 

COMPL  DATE 

$88. 4M 

$85 . 4M 

$93. 2M 

0 

base 

BUDGET 

.  (YYMMDD) 

$69. 0M 

$91. 7M 

$96. 3M 

$99. 0M 

850731 

.  variance  analysis 

Schedule  Variance  (BCWP  -  BCWS)  =  $85. 4M  -  $88. 4M  =  ($3.0M) 
Cost  Variance  (BCWP  -  ACWP)  =  $85. 4M  -  $93. 2M  =  ($7.8M) 


Sc h o  1  u I  e  Var  iance 

>  nodule  variance  improved  $0.7M  from  last  quarter.  The  contractor  is  presently  concentrating  his 
r>.  jrces  on  supporting  the  field  test  phase  of  Initial  Operational  Test  and  Evaluation  (IOT&E). 

;uct  to  program:  The  contractor's  ability  to  complete  Development  Test  and  Evaluation  (DT&E)  and 
■ ' At  during  the  current  and  available  test  windows  is  a  continuing  concern  of  the  government. 

contractor  has  prioritized  his  efforts  to  ensure  his  ability  to  demonstrate  maximum  User 
,,  0'ient  capabilities  on  the  primary  and  secondary  host  vehicles. 


vV;.K  TARGET  BASELINE 

.  awOUNT  IN  ID  EXCEEDS  AMOUNT  IN  18.  PROVIDE  THE  FOLLOWING: 


JA.r  AUTHORIZED 
iM  4CD) 


cost  variance 


SCHDEULE  VARIANCE 
ADJUSTMENT  $6. 7M  7  1 


870924  ADJUSTMENT 

format  3,  page  9. _  . 


S13.6K 


Impact  to  program:  Contract  will  go  over  ceiling;  however.  Government  liability 
is  limited  to  ceiling.  No  increase  in  funds  required. 

Program  Manager's  Estimated  Cost 

The  Government's  EAC  decreased  from  the  prior  reporting  period  due  to  an  EAC 
update  performed  in  conjunction  with  the  Defense  Contract  Administrative  Services 
representative. 

Significant  Effort  Completion  Date 

Estimated  date  of  completion  for  IOT&E  slipped  due  to  technical  problems: 
Contractors  underscoped  complexity  of  effort;  hardware/software  development  and 
integration  problems;  inplant/f ield  testing,  support  equipment,  and 
documentation  delays. 

Estimated  Completion  Date 

Contract  Mod  extends  contract. 

Ceiling  Price 

Last  engineering  change  added  for  $0.7M  as  a  separate  contract  line  item  to  the 
contract  with  no  change  in  ceiling  price.  Contract  total  price  will  be  $88. 4M. 

NOTE:  Formulas  for  converting  cost  performance  data  to  price  performance  data 
are 


Cum 

BPWP 

-  APWP  X 

mip 

BCWP 

Cum 

BPWS 

-  APWP  X 
ACtfP 

BCWS 

70 


V  a  v  <;  t  j  r  OPS  F  n  rm  a  f  7  n  a  n  p  R 


PROGRAM 


Navstar  Global  Positioning  System 


1.  IDENTIFICATION 
User  Equipment  FSD 

TOTAL  QTY  _ 
DELIVERED  QTY  _ 


3.  PROGRAM  PHASE 


w  CONTRACTOR  (NAME  AND  LOCATION) 


Rockwell  International 

Collins  Government  Avionics  Division' 

Cedar  Rapids,  IA 


CONTRACT  INFORMATION 


S,  NEGOTIATED  COST 

$  7  3 . 1 M 


8.  WORXr  START  DATE 
(YYMMDDl 


7.  AUTHORIZED. 
UNPRICED  WORK 


790702 


^CONTRACT  NUMBER  5.B.  DEFIN  DATE 


F04701- 79-C-0083  790720 


FPIF 


PERFORMANCE  DATA 


8.  TARGET  PRICE  $80. 0M 


CEILING  PRICE 


10.  SIG  EFF  COMPL  DATE 
(YYMMDD) 


841231 


LEAVE  BLANK 


11.  REPORT  DATE 
(YYMMDD) 


840731 


12.  SOURCE  DOCUMENT  13.  VERIFICATION  OF  DATA 

CPR  -  x  review  TYPE  CSCS  Survei  11  iance 

OSSR  _ 

OTHER  REVIEW  DATE  840528 


14.  BCWP 

i«.ACwp 

17.  MR 

I8.CONTR 

BUDGET 

BASE 

19.  TOTAL 

ALLOCATED 

BUDGET 

20.CONTR 

EST  COST 

21.PM-* 

EST  COST 

$68. 1M 

$83. 3M 

0  . 

$73. 1M 

$73. 1M 

$88. 4M 

$90. 0M 

22.  EST 

COMPL  DATE 
.(YYMMDD) 


850731 


VARIANCE  analysis 


Schedule  Variance  (BCWP  -  BCWS)  =  $68. 1M  -  $70. 1M  =  ($2.0 M) 
lost  Variance  (BCWP  -  ACWP)  =  $68. 1M  -  $83. 3M  =  ($15. 2M) 


■chedule  Variance: 


■  chedule  variance  improved  by  $0.9M  from  last  quarter.  The  schedule  efficiency  was  favorably 
ffected  by  the  final  performance  claim  on  several  of  the  antenna  components  cost  accounts. 


Impact  to  program:  None, 
lost  Variance: 


he  functional  category  of  engineering  is  primarily  responsible  for  the  low  cost  efficiency  cumulat 
leqative  cost  variance.  The  UBS  element  of  Set  Test  was  the  most  significant  fac-tor  this  reporting 
'Criod.  The  software  efforts  of  preliminary  qua! ification  test  and  performance  qualification  test 
ouplerf  with  the  hardware  environmental  qua  1  i f ica t ion ,  electromagnetic  interference  and  combined 
nvi ronmental  reliability  testing  efforts  account  for  the  major  Set  Test  expenditures  this  period. 


VER  TARGET  BASELINE 

IF  AMOUNT  IN  19  EXCEEDS  AMOUNT  IN  18.  PROVIDE  THE  FOLLOWING  : 


G  '  T  AUTHORIZED 
iYYUMDO) 


COST  VARIANCE 
ADJUSTMENT 


scHoeuLE  variance 

ADJUSTMENT 


m  l  »jff  ■  » ir*  i  ■  r 


-  *  V  ^  v 


in i v1. v  r*gr ^ 


r-  i«umS'  . 


Cost  Variance 

The  cumulative  cost  variance  has  improved  by  $2.8M  during  the  last  quarter. 

The  major  reason  for  this  improvement  is  a  delay  in  billings  for  completed 
integration  for  which  BCWP  has  been  taken.  The  cumulative  cost  variance  of 
($22. 5M)  is  primarily  due  to  the  late  box  deliveries  from  ASSD  and  the 
rescheduling  of  vehicle  acceptance  testing  milestones  caused  by  those  late  box 
del iveries. 

Impact  to  program:  Contract  will  go  to  ceiling.  Contract  is  funded  to  ceiling 
so  no  increase  in  funding  is  required. 

Contract  Budgec  Base 

The  change  of  $.2M  was  due  to  a  increase  in  cost  of  W-Sensor/Survi vabi 1 i ty 
effort.  The  JPO  received  a  "firm  price"  proposal  this  quarter  that  replaced  a 
"not  to  exceed"  of  last  quarter  with  the  resultant  $.2M  increase  to  the  cost 
while  at  the  same  time  their  profit  decreased. 

NOTE:  formulas  for  converting  cost  performance  data  to  price  performance  data 
are 


Cum 

BPWP 

=  APWP  X 
WJP 

BCWP 

Cum 

BPWS 

=  APWP  X 
TOT 

BCWS 

I;  Navstar  OPS,  Format.  3,  page  6. 
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MU  U  UH  '  *  VMO  »  U  u^>  I  J  IU  Ul\l  'M  I  i  UH 


SYSTEM  IDENTIFICATION 


PROGRAM 

t.  IDENTIFICATION 

3.  PROCRAM  PHASE 

Qualification  Test  Vehicle 

TOTAL  qty  1 

DEV  X 

Navstar  Glottal  Positioning  System 

DEUVERED  QTY  0 

I 

PROD 

CONTRACT  INFORMATION 


.  CONTRACTOR  ( NAME 

AND  LOCATION) 

e.  negotiated  cost 

$115. 7M 

- -  - -  1  . . . .  "  ■  1 

9.  WORK,  START  DATE 

(YYMMDD) 

Kockwe i i  l nterna t lona 1 

Seal  Beach,  CA 

7.  AUTHORIZED. 

UNPRICED  WORK. 

$ 1 4 . 8M 

801116 

10. SIC  EFF  COMPL  DATE 

•iXONTRACT  number 

j  5.B.  OEFIN  DATE 
i  JYYMMDD) 

1 

HBwfraHUH 

i,  TARGET  PRICE  $144>8M 

(YYMMDD) 

F04701 -78-C-Ol 53 

!  801222 

FPIF 

850930 

PERFORMANCE  DATA 


LEAVE  BLANK 

11.  REPORT  DATE 

(YYMMDD) 

840731 

12.  SOURCE 
CPR  _ 
C/SSR  _ 
OTHER _ 

DOCUMENT 

_X_ 

13.  VERIFICATION  OF  DATA 

review  type  C/SCS  Surveillance 

REVIEW  date  840705 

-  BCWS 

15.  BCWP 

H.ACWP 

17.  MK 

18.CONTR 

19.  TOTAL 

20.CONTR 

21.  PSCi 

22.  EST 

BUDGET 

ALLOCATED 

EST  COST 

EST  COST 

COMPL  DATE 

BASE 

BUDGET 

.(YYMMDD) 

$117.  7M 

$114. 4M 

$136. 9M 

S1.0M 

$130. 5M 

$130. 5M 

$160. 1M 

$164. 2M 

851130 

.  VARIANCE  ANALYSIS 

Schedule  Variance  (BCWP  -  BCl/S)  =  $114. 4M  -  $117. 7M  =  ($3.3M) 
Cost  Variance  (BCWP  -  ACWP)  =  $114. 4M  -  $136. 9M  =  ($22. 5M) 


Schedule  Variance 


The  net  change  in  schedule  variance  of  ($0.7M)  from  last  quarter  is  primarily  due  to  the  reschedule 
if  vehicle  acceptance  testing  milestones  scheduled  during  this  period  as  a  result  of  late  box  " 
deliveries.  Autonetic  Strategic  Systems  Division  (ASSD)  has  delivered  all  boxes,  but  the  Navigatio 
Data  Unit  (NDU)  and  Rubidium  Frequency  Distribution  Unit  (RFDU)  were  diagnosed  as  having  anomalies 
jnd  were  returned  to  ASSD  for  rework/retest.  Also  contributing  to  the  last  quarter  schedule 
variance  are  milestones  which  have  not  been  met  due  to  engineering's  inability  to  staff  thescheduled 
manpower  loads.  The  cumulative  schedule  variance  of  ($3.3M)  is  primarily  due  to  the  late  delivery 
of  the  ASSD  boxes  (approx imatel y  10  months  late). 

impact  to  program  -  None. 

Note:  Format  2,  columns  5  and  6,  show  recently  increased  ceiling  price.  The  ceiling  price 
shown  on  Format  3  will  be  increased  next  submission. 

}VXR  TARGET  BASELINE 

IP  AMOUNT  IN  19  EXCEEDS  AMOUNT  IN  18.  PROVIDE  THE  FOLLOWING  : 


DaIT  AUTHORIZED 
i’iTVMOOi 


GPS, 


Forma  t 


3,  page  5 


COST  VARIANCE 
ADJUSTMENT 


SCHEDULE  VARIANCE 
ADJUSTMENT 
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CONTRACT  COST  INFORMATION 


Peacekeeper,  Forma 


PfCEPAF  for  active  contracts  includes  all  definitized  work,  authorized  unpriced  work,  and  anti¬ 
cipated  overrun/underrun;  does  not  include  anticipated  additional  work  (e.g.,  Chanqe  Proposals) 
or  management  reserve. 
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SUPPLEMENTAL  CONTRACT  COST  INFORMATION 


SYSTEM  IDENTIFICATION 


i 

t  identification  Stage  II  Follow-on 

TOTAL  QTY 

10 

oeuvexen  qtt 

0 

j  program  pit  as* 


CONTRACT  INFORMATION 


4  COHTRAlTOR  i  NaMP 

.-V  -  .  r  :  *  r  1  * « -  • . 

P.O.  :  9 6 99C 

Sd  n  an -ntr  CA  95 

AND  LOCATION  ) 

c  P.-vpulrion  Co 

t]  3 

1  *C’Omtrai  r  number 

U  DF.fTN  f)Aff 

i v  t  mmiioi 

l  i  CONTRACT 

TYPE 

FT  IF 

«.  NEGOTIATED  cost 

$  212. 3M 

t.  AUTHORIZED. 

j  UNPRirr.il  WORK  f 

C  3 .  IF! 

•  TARGET  PRICE 

$237. 9.M 

CEU.INC  TRICE 

S271.5M 

u » v r  si 


II  REPORT  DATr. 
i  V  Y  MUIIIIi 

840729 


1.  WORK  START  PAT* 
( Y  Y  MM  DO  I 

830603 


ir sic  err  compl  date 

IYYKWIHJi 

860930 


PERFORMANCE  DATA 


it  souncj;  doc UMf nt  u  v»:mricAnoN  or  data  Baseline  Sur¬ 


er* 

<  /SSR 
OTHER 


4  ftrws 

11  B(  WP 

l«  AC  wp 

11  MR 

It CONTR 

budget 

BASE 

I*  TOTAL 

ALLOCATED 

BUDGET 

It  CONTR 

r.ST  COST 

tl  PM. 

EST  COST 

c  ^  r  4 

r  "IV 

5  6  ° .  ly* 

$]  6 .  ZM 

$215.41! 

$215. 4M 

S211.3M 

$215. 4 M 

review  ty reveille nee  Peviev 
review  oatk  Sr-ntemoer  1963 


11  PM-.  »t  tart 

EST  COST  COM  PC  DA 

IYYMMDDi 


o  vapiam  r  analysis  Schedule  Variance  (FOT-PCWS)  =  5-6. 0M 

tort  Variance  (LO.T-/\ChT;  =  S+0.IM 

c.-rVile  variance  has  deteriorated  by  $1 . 5M  since  the  last  report  due  to  Thrust  Vector 
r  .cd  Lxtendod  Vr.rle  Exit  Gone  problems,  problems  vith  initiator,  arc  exhaust  tosses 
:  a  hr  i  cation  delays.  Hie  contract  budget  base  Increased  by  $2 . OK  irrtaly  due 
• ; •  ■j  .i;.s;,er  of  thro •  nv cr  cases  and  one-  fl exsea]  frora  the  FSED  Phase  I  contract .  Tne 
;  t  •  ttn.i  :•>:  's  c  .teat'  x.-  mere  Dcssirustic  tlun  the  contractor 's . 


14  C>  >■  f  »  T  »  R< ,f  T  H  A-,r  I  INf 

ir  «•*...  ►.*  is  it  ru  rrm  nmn'NT  in  it  provide  mr.  following 


P  4  ’  »  »l"ll  AIZ*!' 
i  "  r  m  w!  >(*■ 


cost  variance 
ADJUSTMENT 


SI  IllltUU  VARIANCE 
a  I U I  /  5TT  M  P  N  T 


•r  ,  F V.  rc.it  3,  8 


SUPPLEMENTAL  CONTRACT  COST  INFORMATION 


9Y3TFM  IDENTIFICATION 

1 

pft(  nlR.A  M 

1  IDENTiriCATION 

Guidance  t.  Control 

Pol  low-on 

)  p*(m;*au  pha-s« 

1 

P:  A  oygi  ;  m< 

TYITAL  QTY 

20 

DEV 

DCUVERED  QTT 

~P~~~.  _ 

moo  _ 

CONTRACT  IM  FOR  MATSON 


4  ('IINIJWiTOH  I  NAMt  AND  LOCATION) 

An  tone  tics  Strategic  Sy.  tens 
:?~’S  Kir ulema  Avenue 
•’ r.uhuirr.  Cj\  92003 


1  a  (  Or-.TRA<  T  N  1  Mfll  N 


1  k  OEP1N  DATE 
l>  Y  M  M  no* 

8 301 IS 


J.t  (  ONTRAI  T 
TYPE 

CP  IF 


•  NEGOTIATED  COST 

S  441. 5.M 


1  AUTHORIZED. 
IINPRN  Ell  WORK 

_ $ _ JEuSi _ 


C  TARGET  PRI('eS487 . 8M 
CEILING  PRICE  N/A 


•  WORK  START  DATE 
ITTWUOOI 

830303 


i*  sic,  rrr  compi.  date 
<Y  YMMtHH 


PERFORMANCE  OAT  A 


1  t  A  1  1.  BIANK 

II  REPORT  DATE 

lYY  MMIllli 

II  SOURCE 

(PR 

(  -SSR 

DOC U  M  f  NT 

X _ 

IT  VERITICaTION  OP  DATAc.. 

REVIEW  TYPE  .  ,  . 

Applicati 

S4 0727 

OTHER 

— 

REVIEW  DATE  „ 

August  I 

14  A.  'AS 

11  HI  wp 

m 

l«  CONTR 

BUDGET 

BASE 

IV  TOTAL 

ALLOCATED 

BUDGET 

M ( ONTR 

EST  COST 

II  PM  . 

EST  COST 

$ ;  24 . OK 

99 

$448. OK 

$448. 0M 

$448. OK 

$428. OK 

'  Subsequent 


n  tsr 

COMPI  DATE 
(TYMMDOl 


860930 


IT  laHianie  ANALYSIS 


Schedule  Variance:  (BCWP-BO-’S)  •-  S-  13. 0‘* 

Cost  Variance:  (BCWT-ACVA1)  -•--$+  1.5M 

*  erioration  in  the  schedule  variance  is  due  to  failures  of  too  line  durinr  nuilit” 
hole  alignment,  and  rework  problems  with  printed  circuit  boards,  late  staring 
to: : al ,  late  development  of  the  autorat io  sample  data  instrumental ion  postern 
'ate  engineering  materials.  The  deterioration  in  the  cost  variance  is  due 

fah-icato  the  first  block  change  missile  electronic  computer  asse-i  l"  (ITT/-) 
re. -planned  material  costs  for  MECA  assembly  and  fabrication.  The  increase  in 
budget  base  .is  due  to  a  chanoe  order  for  additional  ASDIP  hardware  and  final 
'if  the  Technology  Modernization  Program.  The  Program  Manaqer ' s  est irate  is 
1  ic  than  the  contractor's. 


14  I'f«  r  A»;;r  T  HASP!  INC 

,r  <>!,n  *,t  in  i»  r»,  rrrw  amount  in  id.  provide  the  roiiuwi*.'. 


DATE  At  ’I'HOftIZFl) 

1  .  m*m>:>> 


cost  varuni  r 
ADJUSTME  NT 


si  MorotJC  variance 

aiuostment 


SUPPLEMENTAL  CONTRACT  COST  INFORMATION 


SY9TFM  IDENTIFICATION 


I  program 

I  IDENTinCATlON  I-k-21  Fuze 

I  PROGRAM  PHA.S* 

PEACEKEEPER 

27 

TOTAL  QTY 

DEV 

DCUVEREO  QTY  7 

PROD _ 

CONTRACT  INFORMATION 


K'  — - - -  - . -  -  - 

4  C  ONTTLACTY  IR  iNAME 

AND  UK  ATKIN  ) 

•  negotiated  cost 

i  work  start  date 

General  Electric  Coirpany 

P . o .  Box  7722 

Praia  del  phi  a  FA  19101 

S  145.3.” 

IT  YMMDOl 

l  authorized. 

820809 

UNPRICED  WORE 

S  8.5.M 

i*  SJG  trr  roMPi  oate 

5  •  CONTRA!  TNI.  MtO  R 

[ )  a  orriN  oatc 

J  c  !  (INFRAC  T 

•  target  price  $172.0.m 

cYYMMDOl 

g-hi'-c-o'lF' 

!>  >  M  MIIOl 

830203 

TYPE 

F?TF 

$180. 4M 

CEILING  PRICE 

8T  0930 

PERFORMANCE  DATA 


liACf.  HtANA 

II  REPORT  DATE 

1  Y  Y  MMDIil 

840805 

11  SOURCE  DOCUMENT 
(PR  X 

<  /SSR 

OTHER 

14  IG  WS 

15  Ml 

14  AC  VP 

11  MR 

it  c  ontr 

II  TOTAL 

RUIKSET 

ALLOCATED 

BASe 

BUDGET 

9<C~  . 

S ? .  2M 

$99. 4M 

$10- 3K 

S154.2M 

$154. 2M 

o  vf.mrirAnoN  nr  data  Baseline 
review  type  Surveil  lance  Reviev 


Review  date 


Jul 1983 


h 

(  U  VARIAN(  E  ANALYSIS 


It  I  (INTI 
F  ST  l  «>ST 


$153. 7M 


II  PM  . 

cst  cost 


.155. 


OM 


II  1ST 

COMPL  DATE 
(YYMMDOl 

879228 


l 


Schedule  Variance  (BCWP-BCWS)  -  $-5.3M 
Cost  Variance  (SCWP-ACWP)  -  S-7.2M 

rheduio  variance  is  essentially  unchanged  since  the  last  renort.  The  ccst  'variance  has 
i  bv  $3.Lv  due  to  first  unit  build  problems  with  the  solid  state  radar .  The 


,.-r  cj  y:>Jt  base  cvecreased  by  SC.9M  due  to  defmitization  of  change 
•  ,  trainer  design,  and  tv.o  additional  fuzes  for  flight  test 

r  ’  s  t  statute  is  mere  pessimistic  than  the  contractor's. 


::er:-  for  ceoc 


T'-C 


NO  Ft  : 


The  figures  include  costs  incurred  prior  to  FY  83  for  the  development 
of  flight  test  missiles  and  all  equipment  leading  to  first  flight. 


I  14  (IVf  R  TARl.fi  HASP  I  |Nf 

ir  a  mi  m  nt  i  k,  ii  riirriw  amount  in  ii  imciviiie  the  following 


DATE  AUTtliiRIZEU 

iV  1  MMMll 


COST  V  A  RJ  a  N  (  E 
AlUlfSTMYNT 


v  untune  variance 

AIIJI  STMENT 


SUPPLEMENTAL  CONTRACT  COST  INFORMATION 


rnwni>rn>n  .name  and  LoCAnoN) 


-  nc. 


8  V9TFM  IDENTIFICATION 


i  ir>f  NTinr  ation  £taqe  m,  Follow-on  }  pbogr^m  ehaaj! 

TTTTAL  QTY  10  DIE V  __ 

neuvtREn  qty  n  F'tvon 


CONTRACT  INFORMATION 


•  N COOTl  A  TED  COST 

5164.5M 


*  ifo«K  ,rr a rr  date 
i  t  ?  h  u  r  -o  i 


•  UIATEAI  TNkMBf*  hk  OfDN  DATE  |  V*  CONTItM'T 


i  Auniow7.cn. 

UNEBH  ED  WORK  , 

$  1 . 3.V  J  (a  sir,  v_rr  noun  date 

i  y  y  mw  no  i 


,  >  1  MMDDi 

■i  ‘0425 


II  RTPOBT  DATE 
.  T  Y  MMDOi 


•  target  peice  $159  qjv 
Ceiling  price  S207.Zv 


PERFORMANCE  DATA 


II  SOURCE  .DOCUMENT  III  V  ERI  TIL  A  HOH  OE  DATA  -r  .J\ 

(  pr  ‘  I  Rrvir.w  TYPtsoouent  /-no  1  ici 


c  40/31 


<  /SSR 
OTHER 


!»  M  WV 

It  A<  WP 

n  mr 

It  CDnTR 

BUDGET 

BASE 

It  total 

ALLOCATED 

BUDGET 

tt  (  ONTR 

rsr  COST 

— —  - 

*1  PM. 

EST  COST 

r..4V. 

$ .  4y. 

>  17.7.x 

S165.8X 

$165.  av 

S] 45.4V 

S  ]  4  r' .  0.v. 

m< 

Rrvir.w  type  sequent  .--np.  ica 
Review 

REVIEW  DATE  . 


tn  esr 

COMH.  DA 
lYYMMDOi 


varian,  f.  analysis  Schedule  Variance  (BCWP-BCK5)  S-2.0.M 

Or-t  Variance  (RCWP-ACVP)  S+6.0.M 

r  ia.-iro  has  unproved  by  $  1 . 7y  since  last  report  as  raterial  budgeted  m  pr ; or 
reu<.  ived.  the  contract.  The  cost  variance  has  unproved  by  S .  OX  due  to 

•...••  t...r  •  eco :  moral  aiv.1  adrarastrative  and  overhead  allocations.  The  rrc^rat 

.  .  c  *  -~.:tt  ;  •  n  ■->  -.•ittirnistic  than  the  contractor's.  The  contract  r; 

•;  tr  the  addition  cf  utojt  suouert  eiurn'-nt. 


OVER  llp.fT  H  A  >  E  |  I  N  r 

ie  ■•ini  or  in  it  mi  rrm  amount  in  11.  rRovior  the  roi  iowini; 


Pa*"T  auTMuRiZEO 
>  »  *  WMI*|)i 


COT T  V4M4NCF 
IkJt'ST  NT 


tinrniX  v*») 
a  1  vj  1 '  *rr  w  f  n  t 


90 


•ir.  ■ — --  v 


SUPPLEMENTAL  CONTRACT  COST  INFORM ATION 


SY9TRM  IDENTIFICATION 


i  i-rocham 

t  identification  Specific  Force 

y  p«(x;ilaw  pma.sc 

Intuecrratinq  Peceiver  Follow-on 

P:  EH 

total  uty  1  09. _ 

OP.  V  y _ 

OEUVEREO  QTY  83 

FNtOD 

CONTRACT  INFORMATION 


«  (  ONTRACTOR  i  NAMP 

ANO  UK  ATION  ) 

■  NEGOTIATED  COST 

•  work  rrArr  oath 

iicnei-^el  1 ,  Inc.  , 

Avionics  Division 

$  39. 7M 

1  Y  Y  UMOOi 

820101 

iji'.>b  US  tVy  19 

St  Pet&rsbure:  FL 

33733 

7  AUTHORIZED 

UNPRICED  WORK 

$  0 . 9M 

it  sig  Err  compl  date 

I  •  CONTRA!  T  NUMBER 

Ik  Of  UN  OATP. 

J  c  C  ONTRACT 

1  TARGET  PRICE  $45. 2V' 

<  Y  Y  MUOUl 

«  V  Y  MMODl 

TY  l‘P 

11  si 

UrC 04-&2-C-  JC.'O 

811022 

FPIF 

CPU  INC  price  $47. 6M 

PERFORMANCE  DATA 


— - - 

UP  A  V  P  BIA  N  K 

II  REPORT  OATP. 

IV  Y  M  MOO) 

840305 

If  SOI  IRC  P. 

(PR 

OOCUMf NT 

y 

IJ  VERIFICATION  OP  DATA 

REVIEW  TYPE  ci --CC 

REVIEW  OATE  , 

J  —  i IP  _ 

’is  it 

58.7 

(  *SSR 

OTIIPR 

U  B<  WR 

H  ■ 

It  ACWP 

IT  MR 

II  (  ON TR 

It  TOTAL 

tt  CONTR 

II  PM. 

it  rsr 

BUDGET 

ALLOCATED 

F.ST  I T  1ST 

ESTT  COST 

COMP1.  OATE 

■pw 

BASt 

BUDGET 

iYYMMDOi 

1 34 . 8.M 

$34  -0M 

$1. 714 

$40. 6M 

$40 . 6.M 

$39. 6M 

$3? .  8>" 

350030 

w  variani  r.  analysis  Schedule  Variance  (BCVP-BCWS)  =  $-0.81' 

Cost  Variance  (RTWP-ACWP)  =  $  0.0.M 
Th»  sc  he  file  arv.  variances  -art-*  essentially  unchannod  fror  the  last 

:  :•  :  '  -  ’V'Cutt  is  :rt>re  oessi-iisric  ■‘Jim  the  contractor 's. 


re'X'r*- . 


ho  '  it;-?.", 


The  figures  include  costs  incurred  prior  to  FY  83 
of  flight  test  'Missiles  and  all  equipment  leading 


for  the  cevel opment 
to  first  flight. 


«  ovrn  M*i;rr  a  asp  i  ine 

ip  amoi  nt  in  it  pk  ppiks  amount  in  m  provide  the  rnu  oking 


OATT  AUTMORIZPO 

<  r  r  mwdim 


COST  v  ARJ  A  Nl  P 
A  Out  STMP.NT 


at Tinri’t.*  variance 

AIUI  STMPNT 


Jk-i.. 


.A.  .Jl— 


1  ‘  ‘  K  C  *  i  ■  t  ’  I  . 


:  .  •  1 
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<U)  AIR  COMMAND  AND  STAFF  COLL  MAXWELL  AFB  AL  S  D  SIMS 
APR  85  ACSC-85-2448 


UNCLASSIFIED 


F/G  5/1 


NL 


SUPPLEMENTAL  CONTRACT  COST  INFORMATION 


SYSTEM  IDENTIFICATION 


I  PROGRAM 

PEACEKEEPER 


t  identification  Third  Generation  G^tci  j  program  phase 
Second  Source 

TOTAL  QTY  22 

neuvenEo  qty  8 


CONTRACT  INFORMATION 


1  CONTRACTOR  (NAME  AND  LOCATION) 

Hor»\'well  Inc.  ,  Avionics  Division 

•  NECOnATED  COST 

$  18. 4M 

13350  US  Hwy  19 
St  Petersburg  FL 

33733 

7.  AUTHORIZED, 

UNPRICED  WORK 

0 

*  •CONTRa(  t  numbfr 

it  or. fin  OATe 

Sc  .CONTRACT 

•  TARGET  PRICE$20.4M 

lYYMMlim 

TYPE 

FC4704-81-C-OC14 

810701 

FPIF 

CEILING  price$21.7M 

•.  work  start  o„rr 

iVYMUDOi 


81G925 


i*  sic  err  compv.  date 

( YYMMDOl 


5  50'.  15 


PERFORMANCE  DATA 


LE  A  V  F.  BLANK 


II  REPORT  OATe 
lY  YMMOfli 


340805 


II  SOURCE 
CPR  _ 

C/SSR  __ 
OTHER  _ 

DOCUMENT 

X 

H.CONTR 

1*  TOTAL 

BUDCET 

ALLOCATED 

BASE 

BUDGET 

$18. 4M 

$18. 4M 

RF.vitw  type  Aoplication  Review 

REVIEW  OATe  T_ _ mm 


January’  1982 


M  E5T 


IYYMMDDI 


n  variance  analysis  Schedule  Variance  (BCWP-BCWS)  =  5-0.2M 

Cost  Variance  (BCWP-ACWP)  =  $-0.8M 

The  schedule  variance  is  essentially  unchanged  since  the  last  rerort.  The  $Q.2F  deteriora¬ 
tion  in  ccst  variance  is  due  to  gyro  assembly  problems,  and  additional  labor  to  recover 
scheduled  deliveries.  The  Piocrram  Manager's  estimate  is  more  pessimistic  than  the 
rx'j  r.  f. .z’s  etc  i*  *  s  0  til  r vi  t rj . 


NOTE:  The  figures  include  costs  incurred  prior  to  FY  83  for  the  development 
of  flight  test  missiles  and  all  equipment  leading  to  first  flight. 


»«  <  I v  F  R  TABLET  BASELINE 

IE  AMOUNT  IN  It  EXCEEDS  AMOUNT  IN  II.  PROVIDE  Tilt  FOLLOW,,  «G 


OATE  A I ITIIORIZEO 
I  T  Y  MMI'Ol 


COST  VARIANCE 
ADJUSTMENT 


jsrnneuur.  variance 

A IVJI  f  STME  N  T 


I’eacokeepe r ,  Format  3,  Page  14 


SUPPLEMENTAL  CONTRACT  COST  INFORMATION 


SYSTEM  IDENTIFICATION 


1.  PROGRAM 

t.  identification  Inertial  Measurement 

J.  PROCRAM  PIIA.SC 

Unit,  Follow-on 

x 

PEACEKEEPER 

TOTAL  qty  18 

DEV  A 

1 

OEIJVeREO  QTY  0 

PROD 

CONTRACT  INFORMATION 

4.  CONTRACTOR  (  NAME  AND  LOCATION) 

Northrop  Electronics  Division  (NED) 
2301  W.  120th  Street 
Hawthorne  CA  90250 


5  •  CONTRACT  NUMBER  I  5  b  IIF.FIN  DATE  S  e CONTRACT 


D04704-83-C-0023 


iVYMMimi 

830830 


II  REPORT  DATE 
I  Y  YMMDD) 


TVI'E 

CPIF 


a.  NEGOTIATED  COST 

$  365.0M 


1.  AUTHORIZED. 
UNPRICED  WORK 

$  37. 0M 


•.  TARGET  PRICE $4 33. 8M 
CEILING  PRICE  N/A 


a.  WORK  START  DAT! 
IYYMMDOi 

830830 


la.siG  err  compl  date 

IYYMMDOi 


860930 


PERFORMANCE  DATA 


it.  source  document  u.  verieication  or  data  Demonstration 
cpr  X _  review  type  Review 


840727 


CPR  X_ 

C/SSR  _ 

OTHER 


review  date  June  1984 


IT. MR 

tt.CONTR 

BUDGET 

BASE 

It  TOTAL 

ALLOCATED 

BUDGET 

tt.CONTR 

FST  COST 

tl.PMi 

EST  COST 

It  EST 

compl  date 

IVYMMODI 

$22. 5M 

$402. 0M 

$402.0M 

$377. 0M 

$402. CM 

860930 

14.  BCWS  IIS.BCWP 


$152. 8M  $140. 8M 


n.  variance  analysis  Schedule  Variance  (BCNP-BCWS)  =  $-12. 0M 

Cost  Variance  (BCWP-ACWP)  =  $+  1.8M 

The  schedule  variance  has  deteriorated  by  $4 . 8M  since  the  last  renort  due  to  the  late  release 
of  kits  and  part  shortages,  and  a  large  number  of  engineering  changes^  driven  by  manufacturing 
process  deficiencies.  The  cost  variance  has  improved  by  $0.8M  since  the  last  report  due  to 
accounting  adjustments  related  to  the  implementation  of  a  new  automated  cost/schedule  data 
tracking  system,  circuit  board  assemblies  that  are  costing-  less  than  planned,  and  lover  costs 
of  level-of-effort  tasks  in  support  of  inertial  measuranant  units  subassembly.  The  contract 
budget  base  has  increased  due  to  a  change  order  for  additional  factory  suoport/depot  suonort 
equipment.  The  Program  Manager's  estimate  is  more  pessimistic  than  the  contractor's 
estimate. 


*4  OVER  TARGET  BASELINE 

IF  AMOUNT  IN  It  EXCEEDS  AMOUNT  IN  It,  PROVIDE  THE  FOLLOWING 


DATE  All! IIO 
(Y  YMMIIDi 


COST  VARIANCE 
ADJUSTMENT 


SCHDEULE  VARIANCE 
ADJUSTMENT 


SUF’PLE MENTAL  CONTRACT  COST  INFORMATION 


9Y9TFM  IDENTIFICATION 


r  R«x ;  ha  m 


PEACEKEEPER 


i  PtOOHAU  PMA.SK 


CONTRACT  INFORMATION 


4  CONTRACTOR  (NAME 

Northrop  (PPD) 

ICO  Mtrse  Street 
Norwood  MA  02062 

AND  LOCATION  ) 

•  NE( ■OT1 A TEO  COST 

$  52. 2M 

7  AUTHORIZED. 

UNPRICED  WORK 

S-0.8M 

S  a  CONTRA!  T  NUMBER 

1  k  OFFIN  OATE 

S  c  CONTRACT 

■  TARGET  PRICE  S57.3M 

(Y  YMMIIOl 

TYPE 

F04~; 4- S2-C-0007 

820131 

FPIF 

CEILING  PRICE  $61. 1M 

•  WORK  START  DATE 
(YYMMDOl 

820131 


i*  sir,  err  compl  datt 

I  YTMMDOl 

850331 


n  nr  port  OATr. 

i  Y  Y  MM  OH  I 

840727 


PERFORMANCE  DATA 


l»  SOURCE  DOCUMENT  I)  VERIFICATION  Or  OATA 
CPU  X  REVIEW  TYP«  Stai 

C/SSR  _ 


OTHER 


review  type  Staff  Visit 
review  OAte  ADril  1982 


$4 4.4V 


IS  B<  wp 

It  AC  WP 

17  MR 

IRCONTR 

BUDGET 

BASE 

It  TOTAL 

ALLOCATED 

BUDGET 

ft  CONTE 

EST  COST 

II  PMi 

EST  COST 

S39.9M 

$38. 6M 

$1.5M 

$51. 4M 

$51. 4M 

$51. 4M 

$51. 4M 

HUT 
COMPL  DA 
I  YYMMDDl 

851231 


O  variance  analysis  Schedule  Variarce  (BCWP-BCWS)  =  $-4. Si! 

Cost  Variance  (BCWP-ACWP)  =  $+1.3M 

The  schedule  variance  has  improved  by  $0.4M  since  the  last  report  due  to  a  replanning  of 
nerd  dates  for  supplemental  automatic  test  equipment.  The  cost  variance  has  improved  by 
S0.5.'-'.  Since  the  last  report  due  to  favorable  general  and  administrative  rates  (GUA)  ,  and  the 
correction  of  an  accounting  error  in  measuring  raterial  BCWP.  The  contract  budget  base 
has  increased  by  $0.6M  due  to  change  orders  for  additional  integrated  logistics  supocrt  and 
additional  test  equipment  purchases.  The  contract  has  been  extended  (blocks  10  and  22)  and 
final  gyro  deliveries  are  expected  in  torch  1985.  The  Program  Manager's  estimate  agrees 
»ith  the  contractor's  estimate. 

NOTE:  The  figures  include  costs  incurred  prior  to  FY  83  for  the  development 
of  flight  test  missiles  and  all  equipment  leading  to  first  flight. 


14  OVER  TARr.ET  BASELINE 

tr  amount  in  i*  rjicr.r.rw  amount  in  i*.  pro  vide  the  following 


date  authorized 

iY  YMMIHli 


COST  VARJANCf 
AIUUSTMFNT 


sciioeul*  variance 

AOJUSTMFNT 


Peacekeeper,  Format  3,  Page  16 


SUPPLEMENTAL  CONTRACT  COST  INFORMATION 


SYSTEM  IDENTIFICATION 


i 


PEACEKEEPER 


i  inENTinr a  tion  Laur^h  Control 
Systems 
TOTAL  QTY 

nruveRED  qty  _ q_ 


15 


J  PROGRAM  PHAS* 

X 


oev 

prod 


CONTRACT  INFORMATION 


4  CONTRACTOR  (NAME  AND  LOCATION) 

(7TE  Sys  terns 

Strategic  Systems  Division 
1  Research  Drive 
Wes thorough  MA  01581 


s  •  contract  number 

PO4704-83-C-0022I 


H  OEEIN  HATE 
l  Y  VMMIlPl 

S40827 


S  f  CONTRACT 
TY  PE 

FPIF 


«.  NEGOTlATtO  COftT 

$212. 5M 


7.  AUTHORIZED. 
UNPRICED  WORK 

S  1. 5M 


■.  TARGET  TRICE  $239. 0M 
CEILING  PRICE  $  257.4m 


».  WORK  START  DAT1 
lYYHHnOl 

831017 


it.siG  Err  compl  date 

( YYMMDOI 

870930 


PERFORMANCE  DATA 


LEAVE  BONK 

II  REPORT  DATE 

(YYMMOni 

II  SOURCE 
CPR  X 
C/SSR 

DOCUMENT 

840727 

OTHER  | 

14  8CWS 

i »  erwp 

B 

17  MR 

II CONTR 

RUOGET 

base 

II  TOTAL 

ALLOCATED 

BUDGET 

$62. 9M 

$58. 5M 

WBm 

$4 . 0M 

$214. 0.M 

5  214. 0M 

ij  ve.rific ation  or  data 

review  Tyrr 

iLica 


Subsequent 
Application  Review 

REVIEW  DATE, 


September  1984 


!•  CONTR 
EST  COST 


$216. 9M 


II  PM  i 

EST  COST 


$216. 9M 


M  EST 

COMPL  DATE 
(YYMMDOI 

870930 


ta.  variance  analysis  Schedule  Variance  (BCWP-BCWS)  =$-4.4M 

Cost  Variance  (3CWP-ACWP)  -  $-1.7M 

This  is  the  first  SCCI  subrrittal  for  this  contract.  Negotiation  cr  firm  budgets  took  place 
during  this  reporting  period.  Both  the  schedule  and  cost  variances  are  due  primarily  to 
unplanned  extensive  rework  of  software  development  specifications  for  the  launch  control 
and  airborne  operations  programs.  The  Program  Manager's  estimate  agrees  with  the  contractor 

estimate. 


S4  OVER  TAROTT  RaSEIINE 

IE  AMOUNT  IN  It  f.RCEEDS  AMOUNT  IN  It.  PROVIDE  THE  FOLLOWING 


OATT  AUTHORIZED 
i  Y  Y  U  M()l)i 


Peacekeeper,  Format  3,  Page  17  95 


COST  VARIANCE  SCHOEUI  E  VARIANCE 

ADJUSTMENT  _  ADJUSTMENT 


SUPPLEMENTAL  CONTRACT  C09T  INFORMATION 


SYSTEM  IDENTIFICATION 


1  PR.M’.RAM 

i  inr.NTincATioNStage  IV  Follcw-on 

1  CHOC  RAM  rilASE 

10 

V 

r  LfitrJVr 

TtITAL  QTY 

DEV 

OEIJVEREn  QTY  0 

moo _ 

( 

CONTRACT  INFORMATION 

4  CONTRACTOR  1  NAKt 

AND  V.t.  ) 

Rockvfell  International 
ftocketdyne  Division 

6633  Canoga  Avenue 

Canoga  Park,  CA  913C4 

•  •  CONTRACT  NUMBER 

j  y  ornw  DATtr 

S.t  .CONTRACT 

FD4704-83-C-0004 

<  Y  Y  MMDOl 

830629 

TYPE 

FP  IF /CP  IF 

•  NEGOTIATED  COST 

$  261. 4M 


1.  AUTHORIZED. 

unpriced  work 

$  8.5M 


•  TARGET  PRICE  $300. 5M 
$252. 8M/ 

Cr.ll.ING  PRICE  PPXF 


».  Y?ORK  ST  A  ITT  n/,TT 

I  Y  YMMDOl 

830601 


l»  3IG  Err  COMPL  OATT. 
<Y  YMMDOl 


PERFORMANCE  DATA 


860530 


LEAVE  BLANK 


14  BC WS  I  IS.BCWP 


$98 . 0M  $91. 4M 


i  j  date 

i  y  y  y  do  i 

840727 

15  c  •  i i  a 

$54  3K  $33.1 


11  SOURCE 

crR  _ 
C/SSR  _ 
OTHER _ 

DOCUMENT 

X 

o.  verification  or  data  Staff  Visit 

REVIEW  TYPE 

review  date  30  April  1984 

It.CONTR 

I*  TOTAL 

M  CONTR 

II  PM  i 

m  t«rr 

BUDGET 

ALLOCATED 

EST  COST 

EST  COST 

COMPt  DATE 

BASE 

BUDGET 

(YYMMDDI 

$269. 9M 

$269. 9M 

$269. 9M 

$264 . 9M 

860930 

«j.  variance  analysis  Schedule  Variance  (BCWP-BCWS)  =  $-6.6M 

Cost  Variance  (BCV.’P-ACWP)  =  $-2.9M 

The  schedule  variance  worsened  by  $1,914  since  the  last  DAES  due  to  delays  in  vendor 
deliveries  and  prototype  testing  of  the  propellant  storage  assembly  area  (PSA)  .  The  cost 
variance  worsened  by  $0. 7M  since  the  last  report  due  to  excessive  labor  hours  in  quality 
assurance  and  rarsuf actur ing  of  the  PSA.  The  contract  budget  base  has  increased  by 
S4.6.M  sirvre  the  less  report  due  to  dovn-sizing  of  the  nronellant  storaoe  assembly .  The 
Program  Manager ’ ?  eshiviU.-  is  rxjie  optimistic  than  the  contractor's. 


14  f)vf«  TARC.rT  RaSEI  l'«r 
If  A  mil  NT  IN  If  » 


PATT  AUTHORIZED 
i  r  iHwmn 


i"  provide  the  following 


hat  v  arjani  r. 

'VUSTMENT  _ 

1  ,  Format  3,  Page  18 


«  IIOEUUE  VARIANCE 

ADJUSTMENT 


SUPPLEMENTAL  CONTRACT  COST  INFORMATION 


SYSTEM  IDENTIFICATION 


1.  PROGRAM 

t  identification  Stage  I,  Follow-on 

I  PROGRAM  PIIA5JC 

PEACEKEEPER 

TOTAL  QTY  10 

DEV  X 

OeiJVERED  QTY  0 

PROD 

CONTRACT  INFORMATION 

4.  CONTRACTOR  I  NAME  AND  LOCATION  ) 

Morton  Thiokol,  Wasatch  Division 

P.0.  Box  524 

Brigham  City,  L7T  84302 


S.t  CONTRACT 

type 


191999 


•  NEGOTIATED  COST 

$  278. 6M 


1.  AUTHORIZED. 
UNPRICED  WORK 

$  12. LM 


•  TARGET  PRICE  $3^3. 3m 
CEILING  PRICE  $363. 3M 


I  WORK  START  DATE 
iTVMMDOl 

830606 


is.sio  Err  compl  date 

(YYMMDOi 


860721 


PERFORMANCE  DATA 


jAvr.  blank 


II  REPORT  DATE 
I  Y  Y  MMDIII 

840729 


II.  SOURCE  DOCUMENT  IJ.  V ERI PICA TION  OP  DATA  Subsequent 

cpr  X _  review  type  Abdication  Review 

C/SSR _ 

review  date  seotember  1963 


OTHER 


IS.  B<  wp 

14  AC  WP 

$91.  ZM 

$86. 5M 

U.CONTR  It  TOTAL  It  I'ONTR  II.  PM'» 

RUDGP.T  ALLOCATED  EST  COST  EST  COST 

BASE  BUDGET 


$290. 7M 


$277. 5M  I  $272. 6M 


h  urr 

court  date 

ITVMMDOl 

86 07 31 


$290. 7M 


cl.  variance  analysis  Schedule  Variance  (BCWP-BCWS)  =  5-9.6M 

Oost  Variance  (BCWP-AC^)  =  $+4 . 7M 

The  schedule  variance  worsened  by  $1.9M  since  last  report  and  still  reflects  slow  start  -up 
and  delays  in  material  receipt  and  subcontract  effort.  The  oost  variance  imoroved  by  $3.2." 
and  reflects  underruns  in  support  areas,  and  favorable  price  i/ariances  on  nozzle  material. 

The  current  budget  base  has  increased  by  $5.2K  due  to  a  change  order  for  the  firinc  unit 
Bignal  conditioner.  The  Program  Manager's  estimate  is  more  optimistic  than  the  contractor ' s. 


•  4  OVER  T  A  RC,  r  T  RASEIINE 

ir  amount  in  i»  exceeds  amount  in  ir.  provide  tiie  following 


DATE  AUTHORIZED 
i  Y  Y  WMIIIIi 


coyr  variance 

AlUUSTMENT 


SCHDEULE  VARIANCE 
ADJUSTMENT 


SUPPLEMENTAL  CONTRACT  COST  INFORMATION 


■  program 

FFA(  'KhKKPFP 


SYSTEM  IDENTIFICATION 


t  inr.NTintATiON  „ _ , _ 


BgiaBaa 


TOTAL  QTY 

oeuvenen  qty 


Development 
8  * 


i  program  phase 

_  X 


CONTRACT  INFORMATION 


4  CONTRACTOR  (  NAME  AND  LOCATION) 

Westinchouse  Electric  Ccrp  (WEC) 
Mar ine  Division 
Sunnyvale  CA 


S •  CONTRA!  T  NUMBER  Y  fc  I >f. FI N  HATE  I  t.*  CONTRACT 


F04704-S2-C0017 


IZA'-r.  BIANK 


I Y  Y  MMtIOl 

821109 


REPORT  date 
(Y  YMMOOl 


TYlf. 

CPIF/AF 


*  NEGOTIATED  COST 

$  231. 9M 


1  AUTHORIZED. 
UNPRIl  Ell  WORK 

0 


a  tarcet  price  $249. 8M 

CEILING  PRICE  N/A 


a.  WORE  START  OAT* 
(TYMMOdl 

820701 


i#  sir.  Err  compl  date 

(YYMMDOl 

870930 


PERFORMANCE  DATA 


840731 


14  BC  M’S 

11  «(W? 

If  ACWT 

S90.7M 

$84 . 9y 

$86.  av, 

l»  SOURCE 
(PR  2 
I  /SSR  _ 
OTHER _ 

DOCUMENT 

f 

\ 

1*  COnTR 

It  TOT AL 

BUOCET 

ALLOCATED 

BASE 

BUDGET 

$231 . 9M 

$231. 9M  1 

REVIEW  TYPE 


review  date  November  1982 


•  1 .  PM'» 

EST  COST 

*1  EST 

COM  PL  DATE 

IYYMMDD* 

$228.  LM 

870930 

a  variance  ANALYSIS  Schedule  Variance  (BCWP-BCWS)  =  $-5.8M 

Ctost  Variance  (BCWP-ACWP)  =  $-1.9M 

The  schedule  variance  deterioration  is  attributed  mainly  to  numerous  engineering  drawing 
revisions  in  the  Canister  Assembly  Launch  Test  Program,  due  to  transitioning  from  a  composite 
to  a  steel  launch  tube,  engineering  support  of  component  testing,  and  late  engineering 
releases  in  the  Air  Fleva+or  Section.  The  cause  for  the  cost  variance  deterioration  is 
primarily  due  to  premium  costs  paid  to  maintain  program  schedule.  The  budget  baseline 
increased  due  to  the  FSED  Phase  II  addition.  The  Program  Manaoer's  estimate  is  more 
pess imi s  ti c  than  the  co  n tra  c tor ' s . 

NOTE:  The  figures  include  costs  incurred  in  FY  83  and  prior  spent  on  earlier  basing  modes. 
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O*  TT  AUTHORIZED 

i  Y  Y  MMIHII 


COST  VARIANCE 
ADJUSTMENT _ 
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ST  IIDEULE  VARIANCE 
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SUPPLEMENTAL  CONTRACT  COST  INFORMATION 


9Y9TF.M  IDENTIFICATION 


1  I’ROGRAM 

*  identification  Reentry  System  Follow 

1  PROGRAM  PHASE 

PEACDTEPER 

on 

TOTAL  QTY 

10 

DEV  X 

OEUVEREO  QTY  0 

PROD 

CONTRACT  INFORMATION 

4.  CONTRACTOR  1  NAME  AND  LOCATION  ) 

•  .  NEGOTIATED  COST 

1.  WORE  START  DATE 

AVOO  Corp. ,  Systems  Division 

201  Dowell  Street 

Wilmington  MA  01887 

$  80. 5M 

1 Y  Y  MMOOl 

7  AUTHORIZED. 

831128 

UNPRM  ED  WORK 

$  1.7M 

1#  S1G  Err  COMPt  DATE 

I  •  CONTRA!  T  NUMBER  1  b  OEE1N  DATE  5  f  CONTRACT 


FO4704-S4-C-OOQ2 


I V  VMMIIOl 

840312 


TV  I'C 

FPIF 


•  TARGET  PRIC*$  92. 6M 
ceiling  prices  96. 5M 


lYYMMDOl 

870930 


II  REPORT  OATE 
(  V  V  MMOOl 

840722 


PERFORMANCE  DATA 


II  SOURCE  DOCUMENT 
(PR  * 

<  VSSR  _ 

OTHER 


14  BCWS 

II  WWP 

l«  AC  WP 

17  MR 

II  CONTR 

RUDCET 

BASE 

SI  5.6  V. 

$14. 1M 

$14. 6M 

$4.5M 

$82.  ZM 

u  vf.Rinc  a  don  or  data  Subsequent 
review  type  Application  Review 

review  date  May  1984 

!•  CONTR 

II  PMi 

M.  EST 

EST  COST 

EST  COST 

COMPT  DATe 

1 Y  Y  MMOOl 

$82. 2M 

$82. 2M 

870930  | 

«  variance  analysis  Schedule  Variance  (BCWP-BCWS)  =  5-1.5M 
Cost  Variance  (BCWP-ACWP)  =  $-0.5M 

The  schedule  variance  has  deteriorated  by  S0.5M  since  the  last  retort  due  to  a  later  than 
planned  start  of  the  Atlantic  Research  Gorp  subcontract.  The  cost  variance  has  deteriorated 
by  $0.  SV.  since  the  last  report  due  to  additional  costs  for  the  refurbishment  of  deployment 
module  shroud  stands  and  shroud  internal  platform,  and  increased  producibility  design 
efforts.  The  increase  to  the  contract  budaet  base  is  due  to  a  change  order  for  the  reentry-' 
system  trainer  design.  The  Program  Manager's  estimate  is  the  same  as  the  contractor ' s . 


I«  OVER  TARGET  BASELINE 

If  AMOUNT  IN  II  EXCEEDS  AMOUNT  IN  I*.  PROVIDE  THE  FOLLOWING 


OATT  AUTHORIZED 
iY  YMMUIH 


COST  VARIANCE 
ADJUSTMENT 


Si  IIOEUI.E  VARIANCE 
adjustment 


SUPPLEMENTAL  CONTRACT  COST  INFORMATION 


SYSTEM  IDENTIFICATION 


*  CONTRACTOR  iNAMt  AND  LOCATION) 

'Hie  Boeing  Aerospace  Company 
P.0.  3ox  3999 
Seattle  WA 


»  identification  Basing  Operational 
Suoport  Equipment 

TOTAL  QTY  ‘  kj/  & 
deijvereo  qtt  m  /?. 


CONTRACT  INFORMATION 


«.  NEGOTIATED  COfTT 

$  525.1 M 


i  authorized. 

UNPRIir.il  WORK 

4.5M 


S  •  rONTRjM  T  NL  M8ER  Ik  Df.flN  DATE  Jr  CONTRACT 


’O47C4-'-,3-C-Q04‘ 


lOMMlim 

840424 


Tver 

CP  IF,  AF 


•  target  price$  578. 1M 
CEILING  PRH1  N/A 


J  PROGRAM  PH  ASS 

X 


I*  SIG  trr  COMPL  DATE 
( Y  V  MMOOl 

870630 


I’FRFORMANCE  DATA 


leave  bijank 


II  REPORT  OATf 
I  Y  Y  MMOOl 

840726 


IS  Ml  WP 


S172.6M 


II  SOURCE 

(PR  _ 

( 7SSR  _ 
OTHER 

DOCUMENT 

X 

it  CONTR 

••  TOTAL 

rudcet 

ALLOCATED 

BASE 

BUDGET 

$529. 6M 

$529. 6M 

vr.RiriCAriON  or  oata  Faseaine 
review  type  Surveillance  Peviev 

review  date  February  1984 


II  PMi 

EST  COST 


$503 . 2M 


o.  variance  analysis  Schedule  Variance  (BCWP-BCWS)  =  S-7.1M 

Cost  Variance  (BCWP-ACWP)  =  S-2.6M 

The  schedule  variance  has  improved  by  $2.2M  and  the  cost  variance  improved  by  $4.6M  since  the 
last  SCCI,  because  the  contractor  has  completed  detailed  planning,  and  is  measuring  work 
performance  at  a  lower  and  more  accurate  WBS  level.  The  contract  budget  base  increased  by 
$+4.5"  due  to  chance  orders  for  additional  environmental  control  systems  and  Vandenberg  test 


support,  efforts.  The  Program  Manager’s  estimate  is  more  optimistic  than  the  contracts 
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PROGRAM  ASSESSMENT 


PROGRAM:  Peacekeeper 
INDICATOR 

Overall  System  Performance 

Opera ti onal /Techn ica 1  Characteristics 
Mission  Effectiveness  Factor 

Key  Decisions 

Fund i ng 

Schedule 

Contracts 

Cost  Performance 

Test  and  Evaluation 

Design-to-Cost 

Production  Readiness 

Logistics 

Manpower 


AS  OF:  30  Sep  1984 
ASSESSMENT 
S 


S 


s 


s 


s 


s 


s 


s 


s 


s 


MI 


S 
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PROGRAM  ASSESSMENT 


PROGRAM:  Peacekeeper 


AS  OF:  30  Sep  84 


PROGRAM  COST  ESTIMATES 
($  in  MILLIONS) 


Independent 

Program  Manager 

Cost  Estimate  1/ 

Cost  Estimate 

Estimate  Date: 

1  May  84 

20  Sep  84 

RDT&E  Constant-FY  82  $: 

6274.2 

6069.6 

Then-Year  $: 

7199.4 

6924.2 

Quant i ty : 

20 

20 

Procurement  Constant-FY  82  $: 

9734.8 

10333.4 

Then-Year  $: 

13554.3 

14671.0 

Quantity: 

223 

223 

Milcon-FY  82  $: 

303.0 

276.5 

Then-Year  $: 

397.0 

350.6 

Quantity: 

N/A 

N/A 

iy  Corresponds  to  the  following 

buy  schedule: 

Missiles  Basing 


FY  84 

21 

0 

FY  85 

40 

20 

FY  86 

48 

25 

FY  87 

48 

30 

FY  88 

48 

25 

FY  89 

18 

0 

TOTAL 

223 

100 

2/  Corresponds  to  the  Program  Office's  FY  87  Enhanced  POM  submission  with  the 
following  buy  schedule: 


Missiles  Basi ng 


FY 

84 

21 

4 

FY 

85 

21 

29 

FY 

86 

42 

33 

FY 

87 

48 

35 

FY 

88 

48 

0 

FY 

89 

43 

0 

TOTAL 

223 

101 
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MAJOR  END  ITEM  DELIVERIES 


PROGRAM: 

Peacekeeper 

RDT&E 

AS  OF:  30  Sep 

PROCUREMENT 

1984 

PAST  FYs 

1/ 

PLANNED 

2/ 

ACTUAL 
or  CE 

CUM 

PLANNED 

CUM 

ACTUAL 
or  CE 

1/ 

PLANNED 

2/ 

ACTUAL 
or  CE 

CUM 

PLANNED 

CUM 
ACTUA! 
or  CE 

FY  83 

2 

2 

2 

2 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

CURRENT  FY 

1st  Qtr 

1 

1 

3 

3 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

2nd  Qtr 

1 

1 

4 

4 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

3rd  Qtr 

1 

1 

5 

5 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

4th  Qtr 

1 

1 

6 

6 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

NEXT  FY 

1st  Qtr 

1 

1 

7 

7 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

2nd  Qtr 

1 

1 

8 

8 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

3rd  Qtr 

1 

1 

9 

9 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

4th  Qtr 

0 

0 

9 

9 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

FUTURE  FYs 

FY  86 

6 

6 

15 

15 

6 

6 

6 

6 

FY  87 

5 

5 

20 

20 

38 

32 

44 

38 

FY  88 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

45 

43 

89 

81 

FY  89 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

48 

48 

137 

129 

FY  90 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

48 

48 

185 

177 

i  Y  91 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

38 

46 

223 

223 

3ased  on 

30  Jun 

1983  SAR 

(Basel i ne 

SAR). 

2/  Based  on  13  Feb  1984  Program  Baseline. 
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PROGRAM  VARIANCE  ANALYSIS 
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